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CIIAI* I KK I - INTRODUCTION 



In my pnsl cxpciicncc as a constitution contiacl administrator for the Navy, 
I administered many types and sizes of piojccts and noticed that a Tew projects 
resulted in either very satisfied 01 vety dissatisfied customeis, while most received 
no comment Now, with quality issues in the foie front of society, I wish to answer 
the following question: Can Inline facilities he impiovcd by studying the contract 
documentation of completed piojccts that were considered to be high or low 
quality? Of course the definition of quality encompasses different things to 
different people For this icscaieh piojecl. quality was judged by a committee of 
nine facility engineers, the people responsible for planning and upkeep of the 
completed construction projects, based on how well (lie facility meets the required 
function and its durability or maintainability 

The contract documentation will vary somewhat between organizations and 
will inevitably be moic extensive for public piojccts. For most organizations, 
contract documentation follows a standaid foimal progressing from pre-award 
through close-out files and includes such things as consti uctibilily reviews, bid 
results, correspondence, changes, daily inspection rcpoits, submittals, A/E visits 
and disputes. 

flic objective of this icscaieh was to develop and test a method that could 
aid in troubleshooting an organization’s construction administration process to 
uncover recurring problems that should be eliminated; or solutions (hat should be 
institutionalized to improve the quality of future projects. The parameters used to 
select the contracts to be analyzed can he customized to meet the particular 
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circumstances of the organization under study. t his paper will discuss the 
methodology and results of such a ease study foi the Naval Air Station, Whidhey 
Island located near Oak Ilaiboi. Washington. 
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C HAP I i;u 2 - IJTKUA min: REV I MW 

2.1 IMPORTANCE OE QUALITY - ll is well known that quality is playing an 
ever increasing role in llic Unilcd Stales as higher quality goods and services from 
foreign maikcts produce keen competition foi U. S. businesses. This has in turn 
pul pressure on the I'cdetal Government to itupiovc the quality, timeliness and 
efficiency of services it piovides In 19X8 Piesidcnt Reagan issued Executive 
Order 12637 which "..established a government wide program to improve quality" 
(Can & Liftman 1990) This ptogram. known as Total Quality Management 
(TQM), is actively being pursued in the 19 hugest executive branch agencies, 
including the Dcpailmcnt of Defense. I lie Chief of Naval Operations, in a 
message to the fleet dated 01 Scptcmbei 19X9. has mandated that TQM become a 
top priority of Navy leadership 

In the book Tl.xcellence m ( iovernmetit, Total Quality Management in the 
1990's (Can & Liftman 1990). TQM is said to be a set of principles, tools and 
procedures that provide guidance in the practical affairs of tunning an 
organization. Coopers & Lybtand, a well known management consultant firm that 
has done extensive wotk for the federal government, defines TQM as: 

Involving everyone in an organization in controlling and 
continuously improving how work is done, in order to meet 
customer expectations of quality. 

Government otganizalions that use IQM agree that it is fundamentally 
different from traditional management Some of these differences arc summarized 
in Figure I (Carr & Littman 1990). 
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Traditional Management 


Total Quality Management 


Needs of users of products and set sices 
defined by specialists 


Customer focus, where users of pi od nets 
and services define what they want 


Furors and w aste tolerated if ibex do not 
exceed set standards 


No tolerance for errors, waste, and work 
that does not add value to products and 
sei v ices 


Products and services inspected for 
problems, then "fixed" 


Pievention of problems 


Many decisions governed In 
assumptions and gut feelings 


Pact-based decisions using hard data and 
scientific pioccdiues 


Short-term planning based aiound budget 
cycle 


l.ong-term planning based on improv ing 
mission pci formancc 


Product or service designed sequenlinllv 
by isolated departments 


Simultaneous design of total product or 
service life cvclc In teams from many 
(unctions 


Control and improvement by individual 
managers and specialists 


Teamwork among managers, specialists, 
employees, vendors, customers and 
partner agencies 


Improvements focused on one-time 
breakthroughs such as compuleis oi 
automation 


Continuous improvement of even aspect 
of bow w oik is done 


Vertical structure and ccnlrali/ation 
based on control 


1 lori/ontal and decentralized structure 
based on maximizing value added to 
products and services 


Short-term contracts awarded based on 
price 


Vendor partnership of long-term buyer/ 
seller obligations based on quality and 
continuous improvement 



Figure I.- Differing Management Principles 
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Unfortunately, I’QM lias been slow tiickling down to field activities where 
specific guidance is lacking and management ficcdom has not been fully exploited. 
As an example, lop managers at Signctics, Inc found that cpialily improvement 
was going nowhere until specific goals were laid out foi each division. Once this 
was done quality improvements came lapidly. Top leadership must set the proper 
tone and suppoit for TQM to be successful, but actual quality improvements must 
come from the bottom - up (Harwood & Pictcis 1990). 

Quality is critical to the Navy construction piogram for many reasons. New 
construction funding has always been minimal, usually making up less than 1% of 
the Navy’s annual budget. The operating forces demand and deserve high quality 
shore facilities. And finally, we must live with and maintain what we build for 
decades. Projects must be well thought out. carefully designed and quality 
constructed. The American Society of Civil Engineers' (ASCE) manual Quality in 
the Constructed Project (1990) elaborates on that theme establishing basic 
guidelines that, if followed, may not eliminate poor quality projects but will 
certainly increase the likelihood of high quality projects Basic principles outlined 
by (be ASCE include: 

• An active owner that makes its objectives and expectations clear 

• Selection of the proper design piofcssionals for the particular project 

• Development of a project team which includes the owner, designer and 
constructor 

• Continuous and effective com dination and communication between parties 

• Assigning clear responsibilities and assumption of risk 

• Fee structures based on scope of duties and lisk assumed 
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• Studying various alternatives and piojccl impacts up front 

• Proper management organizations foi the design and construction phases 

• The use of appiopiiatc coutiaclual methods. 

flic fcdcial government is cmienlly constiaincd fiom fully utilizing the 
ASCH guidelines in that the consti uction conn actor is not known until the design 
is complete and bids aic leccived and thcicfoic unable to integrate valuable 
construction ex pci t i sc into the design I uitlici. eontiaetors cannot he prequalified 
to bid projects unless the work is of a highly specialized nalmc, which is not the 
ease with the majoiity of piojccts It is possible however, to improve team 
building with the customer, designci and Navy consti uction managers. An 
independent consultant can also pcifoim a value engineering analysis if justified. 

A study by Nam and Tatum (1992) showed that there arc lion-contractual 
methods of construction project intcgi at ion that could be useful on fcdcial 
projects. These methods can have mixed icsulls or only produce subtle changes, 
but nonetheless should be pm sued as they definitely represent sound business 
practice. These methods include proactive owner involvement and leadership, 
establishment of long-term business relationships between organizations, 
employing intcgi ation champions in technical, business and executive areas and 
increased professionalism of paiticipants. The roots of quality begin with good 
tcaimvoik and communications, piopci matching of skills to tasks and personal 
integrity and piidc. 

I firmly believe in Proposition No. I in the paper by Kline (1990) that states 
TQM is best carried out in a more paiticipalivc management atmosphere and that 
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professional people arc Tlicoiy Y (McGicgoi I960) individuals who want 
responsibility and bottom -up practices to motivate them and promote creativity. 

2.2 PREVIOUS KKSKARCII - The lileralinc extensively covers methods and 
success stories for quality unpiovemeut in the manufacturing industry which in a 
broad sense can apply also to the constinction iudusliy Seven widely accepted 
tools for quality improvement include the use of How chaits to outline the process 
to be analyzed (Run 1990), causc-and-cffcct diagrams to analyze relationships and 
obtain more information about pioccsses and their output (Sarazen 1990), control 
charts to provide a statistical means to conliol pioccss variation (Shalmin 1990), 
histograms as a graphical method to mote easily see data trends (Jinan Institute 
1989), check sheets to gather data in an oiganizcd and useful manner (Juran 
Institute 1989), Pareto charts, named after the Pareto Principle (more commonly 
known as the 80/20 rule), which identifies what causes ate responsible for most of 
the problems (Burr 1990) and finally scatlei diagrams for analyzing the 
relationship between two variables (Bun 1990). 

Nothing was found diicclly i elating to contract file review for the purpose 
of quality improvement. The Navy icgulaily audits contract files for the purpose 
of determining compliance with statutes, icgulalions and directives which can 
actually hinder motivations to seek quality improvements, ic. loo much emphasis 
on documentation rather than the pioccss and the desired final result. An audit by 
the Department of Defense Inspector General (1984) found generally inadequate 
inspection of construction projects and insufficient use of value engineering. 
While these post construction audits often contain useful information, by TQM 
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standards this is too late in the pioccss to he correcting problems. We should be 
gathering such information and looking for ways to improve the process in order to 
produce designs that meet customer and regulatory iccpiircmcnts, and arc easily 
built and inspected with piopcilv trained constiuctors and inspectors. 
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CHAPTER 3 - RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1 OBJECTIVE - To sec if a sti uctui cd icvicw of completed project contract 
documcnlalion could be beneficial to troubleshooting quality problems and 
improving future piojcct (piality 

3.2 SUMMARY - The method consists of the following steps: 

• Establish where or for whom quality improvement is desired 

• Decide who will i ate existing quality conditions 

• Select appropriate list size of completed projects ensuring files arc 
accessible 

• Have selected personnel late projects on the list 

• Develop a comprehensive and objective checklist to use for file reviews 

• Review files and collect data on checklists 

• Analyze data for indicators or trends responsible for high or low quality 

3.3 PROCESS - The fust step is to delenninc whcic the (piality improvement is 
desired and who can best judge the (piality of completed projects. My primary 
focus was on improving quality in the eyes of the facility owner with secondary 
emphasis on the construction managers ratings. In the ease study, facility owners 
(the customer) were represented by a nine member panel of Public Works 
Department engineers and one facility manager from the Family Housing 
Department. Construction managers were employed by the Resident Officer in 
Charge of Construction (ROICC). The ROICC is but one part of the Naval 
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Facilities Rngincciing Command whose mission is to suppoit the operating forces 
with quality facilities limit on time and within budget. Naval Air Station, 
Whidhey Island was chosen for this case study, with the customer rating 
completed project quality eithei high, medium. 01 low Mr. Marv Danielson, the 
Deputy ROICC at Naval Aii Station. Whidhey Island, in consultation with his 
staff, similaily latcd the contiacts Ibi quality' with icgaul to ease of administration. 
It is important to note that this pioecss is veiy flexible and can be tailored to meet 
the goals of any organisation 01 depaitment within an oiganizalion whether public 
or private. 

Next comes the detei minalion ol sample si/e I he Navy keeps completed 
contract records for seven years. The files aie kept at the ROICC for one to two 
years and arc then sent to the assigned 1 cdeial Records Archive Center for the 
balance of time. Naval Aii Station, Whidhey Island was selected as the ease study 
site for this icsearch based on its icasonable tiavcl distance from my home and the 
close proximity of the I'cdcial Archive Cenlei in Seattle, flic Deputy ROICC 
compiled a list of completed projects going back three years. This resulted in a 
total of 50 contracts, of which 33 wcic mted high oi low quality by the customer, 
(Public Works or the Housing Dept ) and/or the ROICC (Appendix A). T his was a 
sufficient number of contiacts for analysis and memories of the projects were fresh 
enough to accomplish meaningful quality latings 

While the piojcct listing was being picpaied, the review checklist was 
developed (Appendix B). It was keyed to the file format used by ROICC Whidhey 
and designed to pull as much piacticnl data as feasible. Measurements were made 



as objectively as possible by quantifying data lather Ilian using terms such as 
"frequent" or "rarely". 

Once the review checklist was completed, the author reviewed only those 
contracts rated high or low quality by the customer or the ROICC, filling out blank 
checklists for each This took from I 1/2 to 6 hours each depending on the size of 
the contract. Twenty five conliact files weic located at the ROICC Whidbey 
office and the remaining eight at the fcdcial Ai chive Center. The data was then 
analyzed to find commonalties that could be linked to the high or low quality 
ratings. 
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CHAP TICK 1 - ANALYSIS 

4.1 QUALITY DISTRIBUTION - A total of 50 completed projects were rated 
for quality by the customers and the ROICC, as outlined in section 3.2. Out of 
these, 17 (34%) were rated high quality by the customer while only 7 (14%) were 
rated low quality. Of the remaining 26 projects latcd medium by the customer, 
eight were rated high and one was tated low by the ROIC’C. fable I shows the 
breakdown of customer rated projects by type in the high and low quality 
categories. While it is encouraging to see the high quality projects outnumber the 
low by a two-lo-onc margin, there is loom for significant improvement in the 
percentage of high quality projects. 



Table I. - Project Breakdown (Customer Rated) 



HigliQual i ty_P roj eels 


Repairs 


Modifications 


New Construction 


Totals 


Number 


7 


<1 


6 


17 


Percent of Projects 


<17% 


IX% 


35% 


10% 


Total Value ($1,000) 


$1.1X4 


$65 1 


$29,233 


$31,068 


Percent of Value 


<1% 


2% 


94% 


1 00% 


Low Oual ity P r oj c c t s 


Number 


<1 


2 


1 


7 


Percent of Projects 


57% 


2 1 >% 


14% 


100% 


Total Value ($1,000) 


$1,716 


$ 1 on 


$4,253 


$6,078 


Percent of Value 


2X% 


2% 


70% 


100% 
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New construction made up a larger portion of the liigli quality jobs. Factors 
attributable to this include nioie ficcdom for the design professional and less 
opportunity for conflicts due to unforeseen site conditions. Also new construction 
contracts arc usually larger jobs that altiact better oigani/.cd and more qualified 
contractors. Tbc design-build method was used very succcssfullly to construct one 
project, a new commissary stoic this method shifts icsponsibility for design 
errors and consti nctibility to the contractoi - an incentive for quality design. I lie 
contractor was selected by a committee using a point system based on price and 
tbc technical adequacy of bis pioposal Because this project was not funded by 
congressional appiopi iations. the owner was allowed to have a restricted bidders 
list. 

Tbc low quality jobs by contrast wcic mainly repair and modification work. 
These jobs, besides being more difficult to design because of built in constraints 
and bidden problems, arc also hauler to consti net due to usually having to work 
around facility operations, equipment and pcisonncl. flic following sections will 
elaborate on differences found between low and high quality projects in relevant 
project files 

4.2 CHANGE ORDERS - Change order types and frequencies arc an indication 
of the project design quality. This includes the adequacy of customer input as to 
what is required, tbc design firms field investigation and the technical adequacy of 
the plans and specifications. The data found in the change order files is consistent 
with the customer quality ratings, figure 2 shows that design errors were tbc most 
frequent cause of changes, with low quality projects having a 50% higher 
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occurrence rate. In addition, the comments in the A/ll files indicated that the 
scope of the errors were generally much smaller on the high quality projects. 
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Design Error Unforeseen Customer Claims 

Conditions Requested 



□ High Quality ■ Low Quality 



Figure 2.- Change Orders by Type 



Changes for unforeseen conditions were not significantly different although 
from comments it was noted that the ones associated with high quality projects 
were not due to poor site investigation while the ones associated with low quality 
projects were. Customer requested changes were actually higher for the high 
quality jobs. Most of these changes occurred on two large and complex projects - 
the hospital addition and the new C-9 Maintenance Hangar. Although TQM 
principles would correctly call this poor planning, the customer apparently did not 
consider that in selecting their quality ratings. The other changes relate little to 
customer quality, but rather deal with the contractor/ROICC interface which will 
be addressed later. The higher cost of changes stemming from deficient design of 
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the low quality projects is indicated by the much higher average change order rate 
per project (Figure 3 ) as compared to the high quality projects. The scope of 
design errors on the low quality projects was also generally larger in relation to 
project size. 
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□ High Quality ■ Low Quality 



Figure 3.- Change Order Rate as Percent of Cost 



4.3 CORRESPONDENCE - Project quality issues are generally reflected in the 
correspondence file. Problems with the design or workmanship are usually well 
documented. This analysis indicates that high quality projects generated 
substantially less correspondence dealing with problems and clarifications with the 
plans and specifications (Figure 4). Better design and the contractor's 
willingness/ability to interpret the plans and specifications are both likely reasons 
for this finding. There was twice the volume of routine correspondence on the 
high quality projects compared with the low quality projects. This can be 
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attributed to the same two projects that generated numerous customer change 
orders - the hospital addition and the new C-9 Maintenance Hangar. 




Routine Clnrifications Problems 



□ High Quality ■ Low Quality 
Figure 4.- Correspondence Breakdown 

Both of these projects had contractors with numerous ideas for alternative 
materials or methods, relayed through correspondence. Many were approved by 
the Navy. Three of the low quality projects had adversarial overtones in the 
correspondence, ie. "I'm putting you on notice that...", which usually occurred 
when the contractors were alleging faulty plans or specifications in hopes of 
receiving additional compensation. When the ROICC repeatedly asked for 
justification supporting the contractors position, the issues were dropped. For the 
most pail though, all projects had a professional and cooperative tone in the 
correspondence. 
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4.4 ARCimi'Xn/KNC.INKKU VISITS - flic type and magnitude of 
discrepancies noted (lining these visits enn frnthci indicate (piality problems 
related to the contiaclois peiloimance. I he goveinment separately funds Held 
visits during construction, il icquiicd All the new constniction p i ojccts and a few 
repair projects with some unique featmes had A/K field visits, flic mimher of 
discrepancies noted per visit was iclalively consistent between the high and low 
(piality piojcels, but the type of diseiepancies vaiied from mostly cosmetic, ic. 
paint touch-up, on the high (piality jobs to failing to meet specifications, ic. 
missing ventilation components 01 ponding on concietc slabs, on the low quality 
projects, fhcic wcie about 25% moic field visits pei $100,000 of construction for 
the low quality piojcels, howevci theic was not a cleai coi rclat ion between the 
number of field visits and piojcct (piality. I lie main piojcct responsible for the 
increase was the flight Simnlatoi Dldg. Addition (Contract 86-0171), which was 
plagued by a poor design and an uncoopeintive contiactor 

4.5 PAYMENTS AND PAYROLLS - Il was thought that payment deductions 
and late payroll submissions might occur moic often in the low quality projects 
due to poor workmanship and management In this case study, the processing of 
payments and compliance with payioll submission i equipments docs not appear to 
be a factor in customer satisfaction. Rathci it is a mallei of the contractor/ROICC 
woiking relationship, flic trends in I'igme 5 suggest that better communication in 
the field between ROIC'C inspectors and the piojcct supciinlcndcnl on satisfactory 
work in place and stoicd material invcntoiics, before invoice submission, would 
reduce the frequency of deductions by the ROIC'C* and improve ROICC/contractor 
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relations. The higher rate of invoice disagreement on the high quality projects can 
he attributed to the larger size of invoices that were associated with the much 
larger projects. 




□ High Quality ■ Low Quality 



Figure 5.- Payment/Payroll Statistics 



Good communication and a method of mutually tracking completed work 
then becomes even more critical on larger projects. Submitting payrolls on time 
seems to be equally troublesome although on the low quality projects the prime 
contractor is usually the one with late payrolls whereas on high quality projects, 
which again were larger, the subcontractors were generally the problem. 

4.6 SCHEDULES - Early project completion may be linked to higher quality by 
an efficient contractor who meets specifications the first time and/or a quality 
design with few errors or customer additions. Only two projects had late 
completions (Figure 6). There is normally ample time given to complete the work 
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and time extensions are granted for justified delays. Bar charts or lists were used 
on all but three projects which were multi-million dollar new construction projects 
using CPM. It can be seen from the data that 41% of the high quality projects 
finished early while none of the low quality projects did so. This appeared to be 
the result of organized and efficient contractors familiar with Navy contract 
requirements, that were in most cases working with well prepared plans and 
specifications. 




On-Time Early 



Late 



□ High Quality ■ Low Quality 



Figure 6. - Pr oject Completions 



4.7 DAILY REPORTS - Daily reports filled out by (he contractor and reviewed 
by the government inspector are the first place quality or other problems should be 
documented. Unfortunately, there is a general lack of documentation by 
government inspectors on the daily reports. Although Figure 7 shows low quality 
projects had higher rates of non-conformance or instruction by the inspector, the 
number of instances noted was low in relation to the poor workmanship noted 
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elsewhere in the files. There are several factors that could be influencing this. 
According to the Deputy ROICC and from the authors personal experience, most 
inspectors generally do not like to write and they rarely do detailed inspections for 
conformance to the specifications, American Society for Testing & Materials 




Non-Conformance Noted Instructed 

Superintendent 



□ High Quality I Low Quality 



Figure 7. - Problems Noted on Daily Reports to Inspector 



methods, American National Safety Institute guidelines, or other such 
publications. Further, they arc not usually experienced in all the trades they are 
called upon to inspect. A final cause, one I've observed personally, is where 
higher authority issued guidance discouraging wording on the daily reports such as 
"electrical outlets have been installed in accordance with project specifications". 
This is because of the legal ramifications that could be experienced if the outlets 
later failed and the inspector missed something. Therefore the inspectors nearly 
always write "no comment" or "work appears adequate" at the bottom of the daily 
reports. 
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4.8 QUALITY ASSURANCE - Checklists weic developed as part of a Quality 
Assurance Plan to impiove piojccl (piality. I liesc aie ictpiiicd on most projects, 
hut we i c i aids' done and the ones that had been done weic incomplete with no 
follow-up. Quality is no doubt a concern of the KOICC, but this paiticiilar method 
was appai cully not pciccivcd as ;i valuable tool to impiovc (piality, but rather just 
another papciwoik bm den 

4.9 COMPLIANCE NOTICES - Compliance notices can relate to the 
contractor's commitment to (piality in that they show I) the contractor failed to 
meet specifications and 2) icpeated attempts by the KOICC to get the problem 
fixed have failed, four piojeels icachcd the point icquiiing formal notices (30 
total) to correct outstanding deficiencies (I igmc 8 ). Ilncc were high quality 
projects, one of which was lesponsiblc lot 12 notices and was rated low by the 
KOICC for (piality of conliact administiatioii flic one low (piality project 
received 16 notices. This appears to be a sporadic problem in this study and no 
overall correlation to customer (piality can be diawn Apparently some contractors 
choose to delay collecting deficiencies until it is convenient for them, rather than 
the KOICC. 

4.10 DISPUTES - Disputes weic related mostly to the KOICC's qualify rating 
for ease of eon 1 1 act administiatioii latliei than the (piality of the finished product. 
There weic four disputes out of six million dollais of low (piality work and eight 
disputes out of 3 I million dollais of high (piality woik (figure 8 ). The much 
higher rate for the low quality projects is a logical result of more ambiguous plans 
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and specifications and less cooperative contractors. All things considered, 
disputes occur a small percentage of the time and all were settled at the disputes 
review board or contracting officer level. 




Compliance Notices Disputes 



□ High Quality ■ Low Quality 
Figure 8. - Compliance Notices Sc Disputes 



4.1 1 SUBMITTALS - Submittal rejection rates measure how well the contractor 
reads and complies with material specifications and can indicate the degree to 
which quality is considered. Figure 9 demonstrates that contractors associated 
with low quality projects had nearly five times the rejection rate as those 
associated with the high quality projects. This suggests that these contractors and 
their subcontractors place a low priority on contract compliance. 



4.12 CONTRACT CLOSE-OUT - The close-out file contains items such as 
final inspection punchlists and who attended, warranty information, receipt of as- 
builts and operations manuals and other administrative documents. 
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Rejected Submittals 



□ High Quality ■ Low Quality 
Figure 9. - Submittal Rejection Rates 

Because of several variables such as timing and the personnel involved, no 
correlation to quality could be drawn from this information. Final punchlist length 
was a function of contractor thoroughness, contract time remaining and whether 
the government inspector performed pre-final inspections to reduce the final 
inspection punchlist. About half of the contractors on the high and low quality 
projects waited longer than 60 days to submit their final invoice and release of 
claims. There could be numerous reasons for this and no speculations were made. 

4.13 ROICC QUALITY RAT INGS - As mentioned previously, the ROICC 
ratings were primarily used to aid in forming conclusions on why the customer 
rated a project either high or low quality, file data makes it clear that although 
error-free contract documents are desirable, the ROICC can still consider it a high 
quality project if the designer is responsive in clarifying ambiguities and correcting 
errors. The contractors altitude is also a key factor in that problems raised were 
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not m and of themselves a sign of pool quality to com i act administrators. The 
validity of the problems and the cooperation in coming to a win-win solution is 
where the quality distinction comes in In this study the five projects the ROICC 
rated low quality cithci had a dcsigno that was slow pioviding solutions to field 
problems, a conliacloi willfully being difficult, ie picsenting problems while not 
attempting to find solutions. 01 a conliactoi unfamiliar with government contract 
documentation icquiiemcnls and unw illing to Icain how to deal with them. 

4.14 PKOIILKM AKKA SUMMARY - I lie low quality piojccts were near 
evenly split with each cxpci iencing pool design, pool woikmanship or both ( Table 
2). The pooily designed piojccts included lack of site investigation by the 
designer, poor coordination between disciplines involved in preparing the plans 
and specifications, and pool communication of customer icquiiemcnls and 
expectations. 

Table 2. - Low Quality Project Problem Areas 

Project Number 00-1X12 0()-|X2 5 > OO-tX I 7 X0-S707 HV- 1175 XX-XMI 86-0171 

Poor Design X X X X 

Poor Workmanship X X X X X 

Poor Contractor Relations X X X 

Poor Contract Administration X 

ROICC Rating Med Med Med Med Lou Low Low 

Of the four projects with poor workmanship documented by architects and 
inspectors, tlncc conlractois appealed to be uncoopeiative and concerned mainly 
with financial matters. This is based on the coi icspondcncc files which showed 
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repealed failmes by contiactois to eonecl pioblems identified by (lie R01CC and 
numerous icqticsts for additional compensation foi allegedly faulty plans that were 
eventually abandoned due lo lack of justification I be low ratings by the ROICC 
coincide with this, as can Ire seen by the pool woiking relationship with the 
contractor and the advcisaiial coiiespondenee lone One small purchase contiact 
for $15,000, which lacked provisions icquiimg bonding, piogrcss schedules or 
daily rcpoits lo the inspector , was awaidcd to a contractor who used it as a 'Till in" 
job and had little concern foi the pioject I lie one piojcct shown with poor 
contiact administration had a seiies of pioblems I) the conductor did not appear 
to be fully qualified for file alaim woik based on mimeious failed operational tests 
2) the government's contract admmistiatoi was an inspector who was fully not 
qualified for the position and 3) a design with poor field investigation as 
documented on the dcsigneis pci foimnncc evaluation. 
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( MAT I KK 5 - CONCLUSIONS 

5.1 M KTIIODOLOO Y - Ibis method of analyzing fiisfoi icnl data proved useful 
for troubleshooting government constuielion pioject quality. The results identify 
and substantiate bioad piohlem aieas. thus meeting the objectives of the project If 
more detailed analysis was i etjuii eel. inlet views could be held with pioject 
participants to pinpoint specific cncumstanccs sutrounding particular problems. 
This method is based on the piinciple of learning fiom past mistakes and is 
stippot ted by I QM cxpcits (Can l.ittman) as a tool foi impioving cpiality. Any 
organization that has a complete papetwotk trail, documenting their product or 
service from inception to delivery, could use this method to improve their 
performance. Manufactuiing industries have been the traditional users of methods 
similai to this in the icccnl past and service organizations ate just now looking to 
embrace TQM to improve quality and efficiency (Culp Smith). An important 
element of this method is basing the analysis on the customer foi whom quality is 
to be improved. 

5.2 QUALITY IIMIMtOVKIMLN I S - lire two bioad areas that require 
improvement to biing about consistently higher quality for the customer include 
more thorough project planning and design to meet customer needs and better 
incentives to promote moic contractor responsibility for quality control. These are 
not new concepts, but the icseaicb shows that both aie equally required for a high 
quality result. The new ASCT! guidelines for cpiality in the constructed project 
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(1990) suppoil these concepts wliolclicai Icdly. Specific findings supporting this 

include: 

• I lalf the low quality piojccts had high change older Kites i elated to design 
errors or unf'oieseen conditions 

• Correspondence files foi low quality projects contained twice the 
documentation i elated to piohlcms with design 01 woikmanship as did the 
high quality piojccts 

• Architect site visits on the low quality piojccts icvealcd more serious 
woikmanship defects and uoii-coiilomimg woik 

• Daily rcpoits indicated Com times the tale of non-conformance to plans and 
specifications on the low quality piojccts 

• Contractors on low quality projects had submittal rejection rates five times 
that of contractors on high quality piojccts 

5.3 SUMMARY - Collected data horn completed contract files consistently 

demonstrated that: 

• I hc methodology was successful in identifying broad problem areas 
responsible for poor quality 

• In this case study, poor design horn both lack of customer input and 
technical adequacy, along with poor conti actor workmanship and attitude 
were equally icsponsible foi pool quality piojccts 
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C1IAI’ I I K 6 - KK( OiMiMKNDA I IONS 

6.1 QUALITY IMI’HOVKIW LINTS - If <|imlily impiovcmcnls arc lo be realized 
on more ptojecls, changes must he made lo ensme I he piocesses hy which we 
procure design and construction services consistently includes quality as a top 
concern. It will likely lake fundamental shills in management practices and 
regulatory processes Specifically, steps must he taken to ensme sufficient lead 
time is given lo establish customer icquiicincnts. conduct a comprehensive site 
investigation, and thoioughly design and cooidmatc plans and specifications, bud 
of the ycai tushes and hapha/aid icduclion of piojcel scope to meet fiscal 
constraints must he avoided 

Contractors must he selected using some form of qualification criteria in 
addition to the lowest ptiee Kcscaieh hy Whitehurst (1991) came lo the same 
conclusion. Contiactois staled that they desue to do quality work, but federal 
competitive bidding icgulations often counter that goal by forcing them to cut 
corners to win bids or not bid at all Scvcial lecommcndations follow with the 
intent of improving the two problem aicas idenltlicd as tcsponsiblc for poor 
quality: 

a. Select the ptoper design team with piovcn experience on the type of 
project being undertaken 
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1). Include ;i sufficient design fee lot site investigation and do not use as- 
Inults alone to deteiminc existing conditions foi eiitieal utility locations or 
aieas wlieic new conslmction meets existing 

e. l ake time to undeistand eustomei i ecpm cnicnls and expectations for 

t he project. Use consultants to help cuslomcis who aic not sure what they 
requite 

d If the project scope exceeds budget, get with the eustomei to explain 
tiadc-offs and reduce scope instead of quality 

c. Package similai small piojects into one huger piojcet to attract more 
and belter qualified contiaetois 

f. Seek regulator)’ change to the I'cdeial Ac<|uisition Regulations to allow 
bidding on a combination of pi ice and contiaclor cpiali fieations. 

g. Allow moie use of design - build eonliaels as was done on the 
Commissary project in this stud)’ (section -t. I ). 

h. Incorporate the method of conliact icview in this lescarch as a continual 
pioecss for quality impiovcmcnt tioiibleshooling and pi ogress monitoring. 
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The ninny success stones in the htcialuic clnim t lint tp in 1 i ty does not come 
at a high price. The savings lioin doing tilings light the fust time more than pay 
for effort to achieve it. I lie benefits to the Navy or other public agencies include 
happier and nioic pioductive customcis. lowei facility operations and maintenance 
costs and in some cases lowei initial consliuction costs. 

6.2 KlITUUK ItKSICA U( 1 1 - Sunilai icscaicli could lie done, conceutialing on 
the design pioccss. to hone in on obstacles impeding (pialily designs Another area 
to ex plot c would lie the development of a coutiacloi (pialiilcalion criteria to use in 
competitive bidding that would weed out the poor peiformcis in a fair and 
equitable way. finally, icputablc designers and contractors should he surveyed to 
determine what methods they use to ensme (pialily on private sector projects for 
knowledgeable clients. These methods may then lie incorporated in public work 
where feasible. 
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CONTRACT HIT CHECKLIST 



Contract No / I illc W-dXOO, Install Smoke Detcctois BLQ 
Contractor ( A II Assoc Designci Bouillon, Cbristollcison, Scliaircr 
AROKT LI /.ulick ( A Inspecloi Tciiy Aimsliong 

Quality Rating ROICC I ligli PWI) Med 

A. Pic-aw aul 

Conti aet Type SBA Set Aside-Negotiated 
No. of Bids 0 Low lligli 
Ciov't Lslimatc 98K No of Amendments 2 
Constructibility Review Yes X No 
FT Contra ct 

Awaid Amount IOIK Bid Position 

C. Changes 

Number of Changes 2 Rate 20° o 

1‘ypc Customer Re(|uesled 1 1 n lot seen Conditions I Admin 

Delays Design I'noi or Omission Ollier J 
F ield Changes 2 
I) Cones poi idetice 

lone Cooperative X Advcisaiial 

I'ypc Routine d Clai ifications Warnings Problems _J_ 

L., Architect/ Lngin cct 

Field Visits 0 Discrepancies Noted 

1 7 Payments 

Disagiccmcnt on amounts 0 out of 2 invoices 
Paid on time All Price Schedule is field Mcasuiablc Yes 
G. Payrolls 

Submitted on l ime 0 out of 2 Wage V iolations None 

IF Sclicd ulc 

Type Bar Chait Completed On I line 

I Daily Re pot Is 

l : tc(|ucncy of Non-conlbimaucc p out of C6 Rcpoits Rate 0% 
Tone Cooperative X Advcisaiial 

Instructions to Conti actor 2 out of 6(> Rcpoits Rate 3% 
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.1 Qual ity Co ntrol 

()A Checklist Rcpoi is 2 Disciepancies Noted Administrative items 
and improperly maikcd conduit 
K Compliance Notice s 

Numbci 0 Dcsciiplion 

L Dis putes 

Numhei 0 Dcsciiplion 

M Submittals 

Numbei i ejected I Kate 5° „ 

N. Closeout 

Final Inspection Punchlist l ength I items 
Customer Present at I inn I Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Received Yes, timely 

O. Ot her 

l ime of yeai peilbimed Jim - Nm '> I 

Special constraints Woik liouis Access Phasing 

lype of Suicty Coipoiate Bond X Individual Other 

P. Commen ts 

Change oidei numhei I issued to complete woik on another contract Ibi $2 6K 
Correspondence focused on whethei ceiling matetial contained asbestos. Conduit was 
rerouted to avoid possible asbestos Daily icpoits misinimbcicd - only 66 vice 178. KTR 
rated "outstanding" on ROK (' evaluation A/I rated "above avciagc" or ROICC 
evaluation 
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CONTRACT III .1- Cl 1 1 -’CRUST 



Contract No / Title 90-9808, IK)Q Smoke Detectois, Bldg 2527 
Conti actor _C A li & Associates Designei Bouillon, Chiistollcison, Schaiicr 
AROICC/CA L I Zulick Inspectoi I cny Aimstiong 
Quality Rating ROICC lligli PWI) Med 

A. Pte-awaid 

Contract Type SILA Set Aside-Negotiated 
No of Bids N/A 

(iov't Cstimate 52K No of Amendments 2 
Constiuctibilily Review Yes X No 

B. Conttact 

Awaid Amount 9 /Is Bid I’osition 

C. Chan ges 

Numbci of Changes I Rate 2% 

Type Cuslomci Requested I l Inl'oi seen Conditions Admin 
Delays Design luioroi Omission Othci _ 

Field Changes 0 
D Cone s i londcnce 

Tone Cooperative X Adveisaual 

Type Routine 9 Clni ilications Warnings Problems 

Iv Arch itect/ Lnginccr 

Picld Visits 0 Discrepancies Noted 

F Payme nts 

Disagi cement on amounts 0 out of 3 invoices 
Paid on time All Pi ice Schedule is f ield Mcasui able Yes 
G. P ayr olls 

Submitted on l ime 3 out of 3 invoices Wage Violations None 

1 1 Sched ule 

Type Ba r Cli ait Completed 2 weeks. caily 
I. Daily Repot ts 

Frequency of Non-confoi mancc G out of 22 Rcpoits Rate 0% 
Tone. Cooperative X Advcisaiial 

Instructions to Contiactoi Omit of 22 Repents Rate 0% 
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.1 Quality Conti ol 

QA ( 'licck list Rcpoils 2 Disci cpancics Noted Missiim d ocume nt ation 
K Compliance Notices 

Number 0 I )esci iplion 

L. Dis putes 

Numbei 0 Desci iplion 

M SjLibinhtn|s 

Numbei i ejected 2 Rale IO° 0 
N. Clos eout 

I inal Inspection Punclilisl l.englh d items 
Customer Piesenl at linal Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Received Yes, timely 

O Othci 

l ime of year pci loimcd June - Novembei 1001 
Special eonsliainls Woik lioms Access Phasing 

I vpe of Sm et v Coipoiale Bond X Individual Other 

P. Comments 

Daily Rcpoils misnumbcied - only 22 vice 1 00 Contractor rated "outstanding" by 
ROICC A/I- rated "above aveiage" In ROICC 
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CONTRACT HI.I-; CIIRCKUST 



Conliacl No / title 90-d8d2, liic Aim in System Repairs 

Contractor S & S Seem ity Systems Dcsignei Bouillon, C’ln istoll'ci son & Scli nirct 
AROICC LTJCi Zulick ( A R Maitin Inspcctoi R Maitin/Tcrry Arnistrong 
Quality Rating ROICC Med PWD Low 

A Pic-awaid 

Contiaet Type I I I* 

No of Bids d Low dd Xk lligli Xd dK 
Ciov't Estimate d^k No of Amendments 0 
Constructibilitv Revieu. Yes X No 

B. Conlt acl 

Awaid Amount dd XK Bid Position Low 

C. Changes 

Number of Changes 2 Rate I9° 0 

Type. Customer Re(|ucsted Unfoisecn Conditions Admin 1 

Delays Design I. iioi oi Omission I Other 
f ield Changes 0 
D C oncs potulcncc 

Pone (‘oopci alive X Adveisaual 

Type Routine 2 Clm ideations Warnings 1’ioblcms 

Iv Architect/ Eng ineer 

Field Visits 0 Disci epaneics Noted 
L Payments 

Disagreement on amounts I out of 3 invoices 
Paid on time All Pi ice Schedule is f ield Measurable Yes 
G. Payjolls 

Submitted on I ime I out of 3 invoices Wage Violations No in terv iews 
documented 

II. Schedule 

Type _Nonc Completed On-'l ime 
I Daily Repot ts 

F i c(|ucncy of ’Non-confoi manee I out of 60 Repot ts Rate 1 .6% 

Tone Coopei alive X Adveismial 
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Instructions to Conti ;ic!oi I out ol’OO Rcpoils Rale 1 ,6% 

.1 Qu ality Control 

QA ( hccklisl Rcpoils () I )isei epaneies Noted None 

K Compliance Noti ces 

Number 0 Description 

L. Disputes 

Nutnbei 0 Description 

M Submitt als 

Numbei i eject etl I Rale N/A See Comments 

N. Closeout 

Final Inspection Punchlist l.englh None 
Customer Ricsent at Final Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Received Yes, timely 

O. Ollici 

I'ime of year per Conned lall/Wmlei 

Special consliainls \Voik horns Access Phasing 

TypcofSiMely Coipoiate Bond Individual Ollier 

P. Comments 

Public Works r at cd A/b unsatisfactory on field investigation for design No 
contractor safety plan oi accident prevention plan Only 22 of 60 daily reports signed by 
ROICC inspector, done sloppy and incomplete No contractor quality control plan 
Submittal file incomplete A/I had contract for 1 site visits but none were documented 
Test reports sloppy and incomplete Payrolls sloppy and do not match daily reports Only 
5 of 27 payrolls certified as requited 
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CON I RAC I HIT. CHECKLIST 



Conttacl No / Title 90-4838, l.xteiioi Painting Ollicei Mousing 
Contractor HVCO National Designer Stafford Atcliitccts 
AROtCC kl JU Baiton CA I ) .1 Powell Inspector R C Hoover 
Quality Rating ROICC I ligli Mousing 1 1 igh 

A. Pie-awaid 

('ontiact I vpc I I I’ 

No ol' Bids 10 l.ou 173 ok High 308 3K 
(iov’t Estimate 400 2k No ol Amendments 0 
( 'oust r nc t ibilit v Review Yes X No 

B. Contrac t 

A waul Amount 173 ok Mid Position l.ou 

C Changes 

Numhet of Changes 3 Rate 2°o 

Type Customet Rc(|ucstcd I Onloiseen I Conditions I Admin _J 
Delays Design luiot oi Omission Other 
Field Changes 0 
I ) Con espo nde nee 

lone Cooperative X Adversarial 

type Routine 3 ( laiilications I Warnings 1’ioblcms 

\l Ar ch i tect/ Engineer 

Field Visits I Discrepancies Noted 0 

F. Payments 

Disagreement on amounts 0 out ol 4 invoices 
Paid on time All Price Schedule is Field Mcasuiahlc Yes 
(i. Payrolls 

Submitted on l ime 4 out of 4 invoices Wage Violations 0 

1 1 Schedule 

Type Bar Chart Completed On-time 

I Dail y Re pot ts 

Frequency of Non-conformance 7 out olJ46_ Reports Rate 5% 

'lone Cooperative X Advcisaiial 

Instructions to Conliacloi 31 out of 140 Reports Rate 21% 
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.1 Quality Control 

QA Checklist Rcpoits I Discrepancies Noted I - no cont i actor deficiency 
log 

K Compliance Notices 

Number 0 Description 
I, Disputes 

Numbci 0 Desciiption 

M Submittals 

Numbei i ejected 0 R;ite 

N. Closeout 

Pinal Inspection Punchlist Length handwiitten pages 
Customci 1’iesent nl L inn I Inspection Yes 
Release ol'Claims Received Yes, timely 

O. Othe r 

l ime of year peilbimed Summei/lall 

Special constiaints Woik horns Access Phasing 

Type of Surety Coipoiate Pond X Individual Other 

P Coimncnls 

Commanding Ollicei not happy with initial paint job on his house Inspector 
couldn't gel supci intendent to pie-inspect woik belbie walk-through to reduce punchlist 
items Nice complete submittal log 
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CONTRACT I II I- CIIKCKUST 



Contract No / I it Ic 9U- T 8 2 5 , Rcpaiis to llotucll, Building T 3 8^1 
Contractor J P In ancis & Associates Designer Bouillon, C 'InistoU'eison & Scliaiici 
AROIC'C LTZulick ( A R (' I loova Inspcctoi Ron M;u tin/Tciry Ai mslrong 
Quality Rating ROICC Med PWD Low 

A. Pre-awatd 

Contiact Type I I I’ 

No of Bids Low SI IK lligli I I ' A 
Ciov't I'stimatc 5X 8K No ol 'Amendments 0 
Constiuclibility Review Yes X No 

B. Contra ct 

Awaid Amount SI IK Bid Position Lou 

C Cliangcs 

Numhci ofChangcs d Rate 17% 

Type Customer Requested I Jnfoi seen Conditions I Admin 1 
Delays Design Lnoi or Omission 2 Ollier 
Field Changes 2 
D Corrc s poiulenc c 

lone Coopeiative X Adveisaiial 

Type Routine 6 Clai ilications 2 Warnings Problems 2 
L At chi tcct/ Lim i nccr 

Field Visits I Discrepancies Noted 0 

l\ Paymen ts 

Disagi cement on amounts d out of 7 invoices 
Paid on time All Piicc Schedule is Field Measuiablc Yes 
G. Payrolls 

Submitted on l ime out of invoices Wage Violations 

1 1 Sched ule 

Type Bat Chait Completed On lime 

I. Daily Re ports 

Frequency of Non-confoi mance I out ofdS Reports Rate 2% 

Pone Coopeiative X Adveisaiial 

Instructions to Conti actor 7 out ol 18 Repoits Rate 15% 
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.1 Qua I i ( y Co 1 1 li ol 

QA Checklist Rcpoils .1 Discicpancics Noted Missinu electrical s ubmitta l, 
no lest lab lepoit on site 
K . Compli a n c c No| ices 

Numbci 0 Dcsciiption 
I,. Disputes 

Numhei 0 Dcsciiption 

M Submittals 

Numhei rejected tot In Rate I0'\> 

N. Closeout 

final Inspection Rimclilisi Length 3 items 
Customer Piescnt at I dual Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Received Yes, timely 

O. Ollier 

I ime of ycai peifbimed Novemhei I out) - August 1091 
Special consti aims Woih liouis Access Phasing 

lypc of.Suicly Coipoiate llond Individual Other 

P. Commcn ls 

Coi rcspondcncc piohlem included contiactoi's iinjust if led request for time 
extension and icjectcd submittals Ibi schedule of pi ices, piogicss schedule and safely plan 
A/ft rated pooily by public woiks Only I of I i e<p lit eel A/It site visits documented 
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CON I RACI I IU-. Cl IRCKUS I 



Contract No / Title 90-4820, Plumbing & Sanitation Rcpaiis, Bldg. 383 
Conlractoi Pacific Noitli Imhisti ies Dcsignci I lie 'I sang Pai I nci slii|r, Inc. 
AROICC ('A R K Token Inspector I cny Aimstrqng 

Quality Rating ROICC Med PWD High 

A PjCiawaid 

Contiact I ype IIP 

No of Bids 2 I ou (>2k High XtK 
Ciov't I stimate 60K No of Amendments 0 
Const! nctihility Review Yes X No 

IT Conlra cl 

Award Amount 02k Bid Position l ow 

C. Changes 

Ntnnbei of Changes 2 Rate 1% 

Type Customei Requested Unloi seen Conditions Admin J[ 
Delays Design 1 ,1101 oi Omission I Other 
Field Changes I 
I) Correspondenc e 

Tone Cooperative X Advcisaiial 

Type. Routine 3 Claiifications Warnings Problems 

I ' Archil eel/ Lng ine e t 

Field Visits 0 Disciepancies Noted 

IV Fay men Is 

Disagi cement on amounts 0 out of 4 invoices 
Paid on time AH Pi ice Schedule is Field Measurable Yes 
G. Payrolls 

Submitted on l ime 2 out of 4 invoices Wage Violations None 

1 1 Schedule 

Type _BarCltait Completed On-Time 

I Daily Reports 

Frequency of Non-confoi mance 0 out ol 67 Reports Rate 0% 
lone Cooperative X Advcisaiial 

Insliuctions to Contiactoi 0 out of 67 Repoits Rate 0% 
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J Quality Conti ol 

QA Checklist Rcpoits 0 Disci epancies Noicd 
K Compliance Notices 

Numbci 0 Desciiplion 

L Dis putes 

Numbci 0 Desciiplmn 

M Submit tals 

Numbci i eject cd 2 Rule 5°o 

N. Closeo ut 

Final Inspection Punchlist I.englh V/ Hems 
Cuslomci I’lescnl at I inal Inspection \ es 
Release of Claims Received Yes 

O. Other 

limeolyeai pci Conned Noxcmhci loop - Match 1991 
Special consiiaints Woik horns Access Phasing 

I ype ot Si ii el y Coipniale Mond Y Individual Otlici 

P. Comm ents 

Public Works laled A/I "above aveiage" lot good < j » i a 1 i ( y design services ROICC 
rated A/I' "aveiage" 
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CONTKACI MU-CIIKCKUST 



Contract No / litlc 9(M8I7, TSSA Inslallalion 

Contractor Tii-Wcst contractors Designei Tsang Pailnciship, Inc, 
AROICC/CA DJ l*o well Inspecloi R 0 I loovei 
Quality Rating R01CC Med I’WI) Low 

A Pie-awatd 

Contiaet lypc I I I’ 

No oT H ids 2 low 9<IK High ItJOK 
(iov't Lstimate (>IK No of Amendments 0 
Constiuctibility Review Yes X No 

B. Contract 

Awaul Amount 9IK Mid Position low 

C. Chan ges 

Numbci ofChangcs 2 Rate 0" o 

l ypc Customci Requested I In I'm seen Conditions Admin I 
Delays I Design F.tioi oi Omission Other 
f ield Changes d 
I) Corrc spon d c i ice 

lone Cooperative X Adveisaiial 

Type Routine 7 Clarifications Warnings Problems _1_ 

E Architect/ En gincci 

Field Visits 0 Discicpaneics Noted 

l r Paym ents 

Disagreement on amounts 2 out of 6 invoices 
Paid on time All Pi ice Schedule is Field Measurable Yes 
G. Payrolls 

Submitted on l ime 0 out of 0 invoices Wage Violations None 

1 1 Schedule 

Type Mar Chait Completed On- 1 ime 

I Daily Re ports 

Frequency of Non-eonfoimancc 0 out of 2 1 Repoits Rate 0% 

Tone Cooperative X Adveisaiial 

Instiuctions to Oonltacloi I out of 21 Repoits Rate 5% 
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.1 Quality Cont rol 

QA Checklist Rcpoits I Disciepancies Noted None 

K Com pliance Notices 

Numbci 0 Dcsciiptiou 

L. Dis putes 

Number 0 Description 

M Submittals 

Numhci i elected 0 Rale 

N. Closeout 

I inal Inspection Runchlisl length 17 Meins 
Customei Pieseut at I inal Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Received Yes, .1 1/2 months lalct 

O. Other 

limcolveai pcilbimed Dccemhei 1000 -Match 1001 
Special constraints Woik horns Access Phasing 
Type of Surety Coipoiate Bond X Indiv idual Other 

P. Comm ents 

A/l : . received "excellent” evaluation bv Public Works and "above average" by 
ROICC Nice complete submittal log 
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CON I RAC I MU'. CHECKLIST 



Contract No / I itle 90-'l8 M, Modification to Ova head Ciancs, AIMD 
Contractor IlliC’O Pacific Manulactui ing, Inc Designer Bangor Public YVoiks 
AROICC/CA LI Zulick Inspcctoi Ron Mai tin 
Quality Rating ROICC Med PWI) High 

A Prc-awaid 

Conliacl Type II II converted to RI P, IIP 
No of Bids I Low I75K High 
Gov't F.stimntc 95K No of Amendments I 
Constiuclibility Review Yes X No 
13 Conti act 

Awaid Amount 7.IK Bid Position Negotiated 

C. Chan ges 

Number of Changes I Rate 2 5% 

Type Customci Re(|tiested t hiloi seen Conditions J_ Admin I 
Delays Design I jioi 01 Omission Other _2 
f ield Changes 0 
D Concspoudcncc 

lone Coopciativc X Adveisaiial 

Type Routine <1 Claiilicalions .1 Warnings Problems _4 

E At cliitcct/ Engine er 

field Visits 0 Discrepancies Noted 

f Payments 

Disagreement on amounts 0 out of I invoices 
Paid on time All Pi ice Schedule is field Measuiahlc N/A 
Cl. Payrolls 

Submitted on l ime I out of I invoices Wage Violations None 

If Schedule 

Type Bai Chart Completed I week later 

I Daily Re pot ts 

frequency of Non-conldi mancc (J out of 0 Repot ts Rale 0% 
lone Coopciativc Adveisaiial 

Insliuclions to Contiaeloi 0 out of 0 Rcpoils Rale 0% 



Appendix B 



52 



J Qua lity Control 

QA Checklist Repot ts I Discrepancies Noted None 

K. Compliance Notic es 

Numbet 0 Desetiplion 

L Disputes 

Nuinhei 0 Desetiplion 

M Submittals 

Numbei i ejected I Rate 
N Clos eout 

I inal Inspection Punchlist I .couth 0 
Custoinct Piesent at I inal Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Recievcd Yes, timely 
O. Other 

limcofycai pci Ibnned Match - May 1091 
Special constiaints Woik Itotits Access Phasing 
[ypcolSuietv Coipoiate llond X Individual Other 
l\ Comments 

Only I bid received, scope reduced to one crane vice lour during negotiation with 
the contractor Contiaclot icmoscd ciane to California to rehab then returned and 
reinstalled 
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CON I RAC I MU! Cl IRCKUST 



Contract No / Title 89-5707, Modifications to Building 05 
Contractor Amciican (icometiics Designei In I louse 
AROICC/CA LT Van De Vooidc Inspeetoi Ron Mat I in 
Quality Rating ROICC Med I’WI) Lou 

A Pic-a untd 

Contiact Type I I I* Small Puichasc 
No of Bids 5 l.ou 1 5 K High 
Ciov't Istimate |9|< No ol Amendments 0 
Const i net ihilil y Review Yes X No 
13. Conti act 

Awaid Amount 1 5 K Bid Position low 

C. Chan ges 

Number of Changes I Rate 1 5% 

Type Customei Rc(|uestcd I Unloisecn Conditions Admin 
Delays Design I not oi Omission Otliei 
f ield Changes 0 
D Coircs pon dcncc 

Tone Coopci alive X Adveisaiial 

Type Routine I Clai ideations Warnings Problems 

li Architect/ Eng ineer 

field Visits 0 Discrepancies Noted 

V Payments 

Disagiecmcnt on amounts 0 out ol d invoices 
Paid on time All Puce Schedule is field Measurable Yes 
G. Payr olls 

Submitted on lime d out ol d invoices Wage Violations 0 

II Schedule 

Type Bar Cliait Completed 0 weeks early 

I Daily Repot Is 

Frequency of Non-conlbi mancc OoulofO Repoits Rale % 

Pone Coopci alive Adveisaiial 

Instiuctions to Contiaetoi OoulofO Repoits Rate % 
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J Quality Conliol 

QA Checklist Reports 0 Disci epancies Noted 

K Com plian ce No tices 

Nnmhci 0 Description 

I,. Disp utes 

Numhci 0 Desciiplion 

M Su bmitta ls 

Number rejected 2 Kate 50% 

N. Cl ose out 

final Inspection Punchlist length None 
Customei Present at l inal Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Receiv ed Yes, 7 months latei 

O. Ollier 

Time ofycai pcilbimed Octohei 1989 -Maich 1990 
Special const i aims \Voik honis Access Phasing 

Type ofSuiety Coipoiate Monel Individual Other Not r equired 

P Commen ts 

Contractors progress on job was slow Poor workmanship noted on lloor 
coverings and cove base No quality conliol plan lequiicd No daily reports required. 
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CONTRACT HIT; Cl IKCKUST 



C'ontiacl No / Title 89-1 175, Repairs to Building 13 
Conliaclor liiax Pacific, Inc Designer I sang Pat tnci ship 

AROICC/CA HNS Cook Inspcctoi David Wiiglit, HNS Cook, Tcjty .Armstrong 
Quality Rating ROICC How PWI) low 

A. Pre-a watd 

Conti act I'ypc I I I’ 

No of Bids 5 l ow 1370k High -178. IK 
(iov’t estimate KM.SK No of Amendments 2 
Conslmctihility Review Yes X No 
13. Contract 

Awaid Amount I370K Bid Position l.ow 

C. Chan ges 

Numhci of Changes 9 Rate l8"o 

Type Customei Rc(|ncsted 2 llnloisecn Conditions _d_ Admin 3 

Delays Design lit tot oi Omission Other 

I icld Changes 13 

I ) Coircspondcncc 

Tone Cooperative Adveisatial X (By l iiax) 

Type Routine 9 ( laiifications 33 Warnings Problems 

H Architect/ engineer 

Picld Visits (> Discrepancies Noted Appioximatcly 10 pe r vis it 

I' Payment s 

Disagreement on amounts I out of 13 invoices 
Paid on time All Pi ice Schedule is I ield Measurable Yes 
G. Payrolls 

Submitted on l ime 12 out ol 13 invoices Wage Violations, 0 

1 1 Schedule 

Type _ Bar. Chart Completed On ‘lime 

I Dail y Repor ts 

Pic(|ucncy of Non-conlotmancc d out ol 278 Reports Rate 1 ,4% 
lone Cooperative X Adveisatial 

Instiuctions to Contiactoi I out ol 278 Rcpoits Rate .4% 



Appendix B 



56 



.1 Qu alit y Co ntrol 

QA Checklist Reports 0 Discicpancics Noted 

K Com pliance Notices 

Numbci 0 Desci iplion 

L Disputes 

Numbci I Desciiption Adjustment of $2 1 8K foi ci igneous bid from lo oping 
subcontiactoi , denied 

M Submi ttals 

Numbci icsummittted 12 Rale 2 e '% 

N. Closeout 

final Inspection Punchlist length 2t items 
( uslomci Piesenl at final Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Received Yes, timely 

O. Other 

Time of year pet lot tiled Januaiy - < )ctobei 1 600, June - July 199] for cxlei ioi 

painting 

Special constraints Woik liouis Access Rliasing 
Type of Surely ('oipoiate Bond X Individual Other 
l\ Comments 

A/P site visits icvcalcd pool workmanship and items not to specifications 
Correspondence had dj handwiitten pages on pie-final punchlist Numerous letters from 
contractor claiming delays due to difl’ciing site conditions, only about 25% were valid. 
Pate Daily Rcpoits to Inspectoi Conliactoi lined Ioi illegal disposal of asbestos and 
prefilter on pcisonal moniloiing device to I'alsilV leadings 
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CON TRACT TILT; CHECKLIST 



Contract No /Title 89-1 152, Repaiis to Steam Condensate System 
Contractor J I* l iancis <Y Associates Designci Van ( iulick/Olivcr 
AROICC Ll Van Dc Vooule ( A I) .1 Lowell Inspeetoi I ) J Powell 
Quality Rating ROICC High PWI) Med 



A. Pre-aw atd 

Conti act I vpe I I P 

No ol'Bids 7 I on otXK I hull 1 78 IK 
(iov't Lstimate I30IK No ol Amendments I 
Const t net il>ilit v Review Yes X No 
IT Cotilmcl 

Awaid Amount 938K Bid Position l.ou 

C. Chan ges 

Number of Changes 8 Rate 2(>"o 

Type Cuslomei Requested I I hitoi seen Conditions 3 Admin I 
Delays I Design L.iioi oi Omission 2 Olliei 
f ield Changes 2 
IT Correspondence 

lone Cooperative X Adveisaiial 

Type Routine 5 Claiilications 3 Warnings Problems 

\l Arch it ect/ Tn g incei 

Picld Visits 10 Discrepancies Noted None 

T Payments 

Disagreement on amounts 0 out ol 15 ins dices (2 wcic math crroi s) 
Paid on time All Pi ice Schedule is I icld Measm able Yes 
G. Pa yrol ls 

Submitted on l ime I 3 out ol’ I 5 invoices Wage Violations None 

II Schedule 

Type Bar Ch art Completed On- l imc 

I Daily Rcpoils 

Frequency of Non-conlm mancc 0 out ofd80 Reports Rate 0% 
done Coopci alive X Adveisaiial 

Instructions to Conti aetoi 0 out ol'dSO Repoits Rate 0% 
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.1 Qua lity Co n 1 1 ol 

QA Checklist Rcpoits 21 Discrepancies Noted No weld ers certificatio n, 
felt vuap on piping was needed 
K Comj) I i a i ice N oti cos 

Number 0 Deseiiption 

I,. Disputes 

Numbci 0 Deseiiption 

M Submitta ls 

Numbci r eject eel 10 Rale 17% 

N. Closeout 

Final Inspection Punchlist Length 17 items 

Customei Present at Final Inspection Yes 

Release of Claims Received Yes, timely 

O Otlici 

I’imc of year pci lot med April 1000 - Ma> 1001 

Special constiainls Woik houis Access Phasing 

I'ype of Surety Corporate Bond Individual Other 

P. Comments 

Almost no coiicspondcnce between ROICC and Contiaclor. Most 
coircspoiulencc was between ROICC and station cooidinating and advertising work to be 
done. A/H rated above avei age on evaluation Superintendent on the ball per daily 
reports Lots of progress photos taken by Contiact Adminstralor. Customer requested 
change order of $I08K accounted foi high change otdci i at c Nice complete submittal 
log 
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CON TRACT HIT CHECKLIST 



Contract No / I itlc_89-l 130, Repairs to Mess I In II Slcam System 

Contractor J P. Francis & Associates Dcsignei Bouillon, C'lii islofVci son, Sclinit cr 

AROICC/CA I). J Powell Inspectoi Teny Aimstiong 

Quality Rating ROICC High PWI) Med 

A. Prc-aw.it cl 

Conti net Type I I P 
No of Bids Low 259K High 5<I()K 
Ciov’t Fstimate 272K No of Amendments 2 
Construclibilily Rewew Yes X No 

B. Contract 

Awaid Amount 259K Bid Position l.ou 

C. Changes 

Number of’ Changes 2 Rale 3/0% 

Type Customer Requested I Unforscen Conditions Admin I 
Delays Design I iioi oi Omission Ollici 
Field Changes I 
D Correspondence 

lone Cooperative X Adveisaiial 

Type Routine 2 Clarifications 3 Warnings Pioblcms 

\l. Architect/ En g ine er 

Field Visits 2 Disci opancies Noted None 

F Paym ents 

Disagreement on amounts 0 out of 6 invoices 
Paid on time _5 of 6 Pi ice Schedule is Field Measurable Yes 
G. Payrolls 

Submitted on Time 6 out of 0 invoices Wage Violations jO 

1 1 Schedule 

Type _Bar Chat t Completed d months cai ly 

I Daily Rcpoits 

Frequency of Non-conformance 0 out of 1 2 1 Rcpoits Rate 0% 

Fonc Cooperative X Adveisaiial 

Instructions to Conti act oi 0 out of I 2 I Rcpoits Rate 0% 
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J Qu ality Conti o l 

QA Checklist Reports I Discrepancies Noted None 

K C omi)liaiicc Notic es 

Numbci 0 Description 

L Disputes 

Nmnbei 0 Description 

M Subm ittals 

Number rejected 0 Rale 

N. Closeou t 

I inal Inspection Punchlist Length t items 
Customer Rresent at I inal Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Receiv ed Yes, timely 

O. Other 

Time of year performed Septcmei 19X9 - lanuaiy 1990 
Special constraints Work hours Access Phasing 

Type of Surety Corporate Horul X Individual Other 

l\ Comments 

Rack of maintenance work by Public Woiks impaired contr actor's ability to 
efficiently pctfoim his work, i e . leaky steam pipes to be insulated and corroded steam 
traps Picscncc of asbestos prevented Public Works from completing repairs Contract 
scope should have included leak icpaiis and pipe-lit I ing replacement 
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CONTRACT riUi CIIFCKUST 



Contracl No / Title 89-1)026, Ault T’ioltl Sewage Plant Modifications 
Conti actoi Quantum Constiuclion, Inc Designei Reid Middleton, Inc 
AROICC LI Zulick ( A R K l.oken Inspccloi Teny Aimstiong 
Quality Rating ROUT High I’WI) High 

A. Pic-nwatd 

('ontiact Type IIP 

No of Rids 6 Low M9K High 290k 
Gov’t Hslimalc 2 T R K No ol Amendments I 
Consti uetihilily Review Yes ,\ No 
IT Contra ct 

Awaid Amount M9K Rid Position low 
C. Changes 

Number ol'Changes 2 Rate°n 0 

Type Customer Re(|uested Unloiseen Conditions Admin I 
Delays I Design Liioi oi Omission Other 
Field Changes 2 
I ) Concspoiulcncc 

I one Coopciative X Adveisaiinl 

Type: Routine 2 Clai ideations 9 Warnings Pioblcms 

IT Architect/ IZn g inc ct 

Field Visits I Disciepancies Noted 

F. Pay me nts 

Disagiecmcnt on amounts I out ol 5 invoices 

Paid on lime . All Pi ice Schedule is Field Measurable Yes 

G. P ayrolls 

Submitted on Time d out ol' 5 invoices Wage Violations None 

1 1 Schedule 

Type Ba r Ch at t Completed On-Time 
I Daily Repot Is 

Frequency of Non-confoi mnnee I out ol 3 3 Repoits Rale 3% 

Tone Cooperative X Adveisaiinl 

Insliuctions to Conliaeloi 2 out ol 3) Repoits Rate 6% 
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J Qualit y Co nti ul 

QA Checklist Repot ts 0 Discrepancies Noted 

K Com pliance Notices 

Niimbei 0 Description 

I- Disputes 

Numbet 0 Desniption 

M Submittals 

Numbci i ejected 0 Rule 

N. C loseou t 

Pinal Inspection I’linclili^l I engtli 5 items 
Customer Piesent at Pinal Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Recieved Yes, timely 

O. Ollier 

Time of year peifoimed Match - May 1091 

Special eonstiaints Woik liotns Access Phasing 

TypcorSuicty Cot poiate Itond X Individual Other 

P. Comments 

Very little concspondence. mainly re(|imed letters and some minor clarifications 
on justified delays fiom weathet and suppliets A/I- evaluations were "average" and 
"below avciagc" for ROICC and Public Wotks icspectively ROICC said project was 
delayed due to A /ll dealing diiectly with maletial suppiict Public Works disliked A/II 
switching project managets t hi ee times and giving project a low priority 
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CON I RAC I MU- Cl 1 1 XK LIST 



Contract No / lillc 89-13021, Rcpniis& Impiovciiieiils lo MkQ I I 
Contiactor IWkGeneial Contiactois, Inc Designei (iabheil, Biowclelt, Pcteison 
AROICC l/IKi Hailon ( A I) I I’. moll Inspector I) .1 Powell 
Quality Rating ROICC High PWI) Med 

A Prc-a watd 

Conti net Type I I P 

No of Bids 10 lam dX^k High olOk 
(iov'l Kstintatc (>02k No ol Amendments 5 
Consliuclibililv Review Yes X No 

IT Conti act 

Award Amount ■I'CK Hid Position low 

0. Chan ges 

Numhei of Changes 7 Rate 23% 

Type Customer Requested I I hiloi seen Conditions 3_ Admin _2 
Delays Design I iioi oi Omission I Othei 

Field Changes 5 

I ) Correspondenc e 

lone Coopcintive X Adveisaiial 

Type Routine 8 ( lai ideations 2 Warnings Problems _5 

\l Architect/ En gineer 

Field Visits II Discrepancies Noted None 

I P ayments 

Disagreement on amounts I out of 13 invoices 
Paid on time All Pi ice Schedule is I leld Measui able Yes 
G. Payrolls 

Submitted on lime 9 out ol 13 invoices Wage Violations 

I I S chedu le 

Type _Bai Cliait Completed 2 months cat ly 

I Dai l y Reports 

Frequency of Noii-conroiniancc U out ol 304 Reports Rate 0% 
lone Coopct alive X Adveisaiial 

Instiuclions to Contiactoi 0 out of 304 Repoits Rate 0% 
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J Quality Coutiol 

QA Checklist Repot Is 0 Discrepancies Noted 

K Com pl i an cc Not tee s 

Number 0 Desci iplion 

L Disputes 

Numhci 0 Desci iplion 

M Submittals 

Numhci i ejected S Rule 7‘\< 

N Closeo ut 

final Inspection I’unchlist I cngtli 
Ciislomci 1’ieseiit ;it l ino ! Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Received Yes, 8 months later 
O Ollier 

Time of year pci I'oimed July IWO- Apnl IWI 
Special eonsliaints Woik liouis Access Phasing 

TypcofSuictv Coi poiale Bond X Individual Olhei 

P. Comments 

Customer ic(|uested change Ibi SSXK accounted foi high change order rate. 
Coricspondcncc dealt with eonceins mei loorsystcm meeting specifications and 
manufactuici’s wananty ic(|uiicincnts. i oof Hashing was blow n loose in wind storm; and 
problems with payrolls A/I * evaluation "abo\e avciage" laling by ROICC Daily Reports 
thorough Contract Administi atoi took many piogiess photos Nice complete submittal 
log 
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CONTRACT I II . I CIIKCKUST 



Contract No /Title 89-D020, RcpaiisA: Impiovemcnts to ULQ.8 
Contractor R&L Cicncial Contiactoi, Inc Designer Gabber! . B rowclc lt . Peters on 
AROICC CA 12 J Rowell Inspectoi 12 J Rowell, J crry AmisU ongXin 

beginning) and Dave Wiiglit (sometimes) 

Quality Rating ROICC lliglt RWI2 Metl 

A. Rtc-aw aid 

Conti act Type I I R 

No of Bids 10 I (ns -I97K limb MIK 
( iov't Estimate 0.18K No ol Amendments 5 
Consti uctibility Review Yes X No 
R. Coni tael 

Awaid Amount 200 Bid Rosition 2nd low 

C. Cliaim cs 

Number of Changes d Rate 2% 

Type Customci Rc<|uested I hiloi seen Conditions 2 Admin J 
Delays Design Rum oi Omission I Otbei 
Field Changes -I 
12 Coricspoiulcncc 

Rone Cooperative X Adveisanal 

Type: Routine 8 Clniifications 2 Warnings Rroblcms _d 

C Architect/ E ng ineer 

I’icld Visits II Disciepancies Noted None 

I 7 Paymen ts 

Disagreement on amounts I out ol 15 invoices 
Raid on time All Ri ice Schedule is I’icld Measurable Yes 
G. Raviolis 

Submitted on Time 9 out of 1.1 invoices Wage Violations None 

1 1 Schedu le 

Type JlarjChait Completed .1 weeks early 

I Daily Re pot Is 

Frequency of Non-confm mancc 0 out of .TI2 Rcpoits Rale 0% 
lone Coopciative X Advcisaiial 
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Instillations to Oontiacloi 0 out of 3d2 Rcpoits Rate 0% 

J Q ua l i ty Control 

QA Checklist Rcpoits 2 Discicpancics Noted None 

K Com pliance Notices 

Numbci 0 Dcsci iption 

L Dis putes 

Numbci 0 Dcsuiption 

M Submittals 

Numbci i eject c<l 9 Rale 8°n 

N. Clo seout 

f inal Inspection Punchlist Length X items 
Oustomei Picsent at final Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Received Yes, timely 
(). Othe r 

limcol yeai peilbimed July I 9on - ,\pi il 1991 
Special consliaints Woik houis Access Phasing 
TypeofSuiety Coipointc Bond X Individual Other 
P. Comme nts 

A/I* cvalualion "above avciage" by ROIC C' Coi icspondcncc same as for 89- 
1)02 I - i oof and laboi payioll pioblems I homugh daily icpoits. lots of project photos 
Nice complete submittal log 
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CONTRACT I II I- Cl IIX'KI 1ST 



Conti act No / I itlc 88-8 Ml, Replace lligli Risk PCB I lansfoimers 
Contractor Webb Llectiie Co Designci Public Woiks 

AROICC LT Van Dc Vooidc CA R K l.okcn Inspector RoiiMartin 
Quality Rating ROICC Lou PW’I) Low 

A h e -a w a i d 

Conti act I ype I I P 

No of Bids 5 Low 220 3K High 2 57 OK 
Ciovt Lstiinate <100 IK No of Amendments 0 
Const r uct ibilit y Review Yes ,\ No 
IL Condnc l 

A waul Amount 220 3K Bid Position Low 

(’. Cha nges 

Numbei of Changes 7 Rale 0"o 

lype Customei Retpiested Unfoisccn Conditions I Admin _2 
Delays Design Loot oi Omission 3 Othei Claim _l 
I • i e I c I Changes 3 
I) Con csponde ncc 

lone Coopeiative Adveisaiial X 

Type Routine 8 Clai ideations 0 Warnings Problems 1 3 

P. A rchitect/ Pngince i 

Field Visits N/A Diseiepancies Noted 

L Payments 

Disagi cement on amounts 3 out of 8 invoices 
Paid (ui time All Pi ice Schedule is Field Measui able Yes 
(i. Pa yrol ls 

Submitted on Time 7 out of 8 invoices Wage Violations None 

1 1. Schedule 

Type Bar_Cliait Completed On I ime 
I Dai ly Repot Is 

Frequency of Non-confoi niance I out of 62 Rcpoits Rate 1 .6% 

Tone. Coopeiative Adveisaiial X 

Instructions to Conti aetoi 7 out of 62 Rcpoits Rate I 1% 
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.1 Quality Control 

QA Checklist Rcpoits <\ Discrepancies Noted Contractor inspection plan 
documentation 
K Cot npj i a I te e No t ices 

Number 0 I Jesci iption 
L. Disputes 

Number 2 Description Additional elect i ical work, Up lot seen conditions 
and gm ci nment delays 

M Submittals 

Numbei i ejected I Rate 

N. Closeout 

Final Inspection Punchlist Length 3 items concei nmg patching grass 
Customer Piesenl at Pinal Inspection Yes 

Release of Claims Received Conditional based on umesolved Claim JI2 

O. Other 

Time of ycai peilbimed l ebmaiy - Apr il 1991 

Special constraints Work liouis ,\ Access Phasing 

1 vpc of Suicty Coipoialc Rond Individual Other 

R. Com ments 

Designed in-house Numeious conespondence on unforeseen conditions and 
government delays asscitcd bv Contiactoi Documented poor communication between 
Superintendent James Webb and ROICC Inspector Ron Martin Final inspection was 3 I 
May, yet daily reports stopped on 9 April Close coordination required for outages 
necessary to remove and/or icplacc transformers Length of outages was specified in the 
contract Outages did not go smoothly, rescheduled numeious times Appears Contractor 
did not icvicw contract well and was not oigani/ed Asscitcd many unsubstantiated 
claims for additional money and time Contractor's superintendent fell inspector was 
telling him how to do Iris job while inspector fell superintendent was unwilling to share his 
reasoning foi his actions 
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CONTRACI I IU-. ( I IPX'KUST 



Contract No / I it Ic 88-8 135, Fuel lank Cleaning Stoiage Pad 

Conlracloi _Dinmaco, Inc Designci Reid Middleton, Inc 
AR()I('('/C'A Ron Maitin Inspcctoi Ron Maitin 
Quality Rating ROK'C l.ow I’WI) Med 

A. Prc-a waid 

Contiact Type IIP 

No ol‘ Bids d low 8 IK High 98K 
(iov't I'stimnte 88K No of ’Amendments I 
Constiuclibility Review Yes X No 
13. Contiact 

Awaul Amount 8IK Bid Position low 
(’. Chan ges 

Nninbct of Changes 2 Rate 9% 

Type Customci Requested l Inloi seen Conditions Admin 
Delays Design Fiioi oi Omission I Other 
Field Changes 0 
I ) Cones i m ) n ( I c t tee 

lone Cooperative X Advcisaiial 

Type Routine 2 Clai ideations Warnings 3 Problems 

I •’ Architec t/ Cn g ineci 

Field Visits 3 Disci epancics Noted 0 (design pioblc ms d i scu s s ed) 
F Payments 

Disagiecmcnl on amounts 2 out c>l 5 invoices 
Paid on time All Pi ice Schedule is Field Measurable Yes 
G. Pa yrolls 

Submitted on l ime 4 out ol 5 invoices Wage Violations Non e 

1 1 Schedule 

Type _Bar_Cbai t Completed On- lime 

I Daily Re pot ts 

Frequency oF Non-conlbnnancc 0 out ol" 23 Repoits Rate 0% 

lone Cooperative A Advcisaiial 

Insliuclions to Contiadoi 2 out oP23 Repoits Rate 9% 
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J Quality Conti ol 

QA Checklist Repot is 0 Discrepancies Noted 

K Com pliance Notices 

Number 0 Dcsciiplion 

L. Disputes 

Numhei 0 Dcsciiplion 

M Subm i tt als 

Numhei i ejected 5 Rale JO' 1 o 

N. Clo seout 

I in;il Inspection I’unchlisl I englh X items 
Customei Piesenl ;il final Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Received Yes, months Intel 

O. Other 

l ime ol yem peildimed July - I )ecemhei 1000 
Special consliainls Woik horns Access Phasing 

hype of Study ( oipoiale Bond X Individual Othei 

I’. Comments 

Daily Reports not submitted until allei job completed Contractor progressed 
slowly, neglecting admimsli alive matters 
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CON IK AC I I II KCIIKCKUST 



Conlrnct No / I it lc__88-8 I .Id, Repair Flout I langai 7 
Contractor Floorpio, Inc Designer I sang Architects 
AROK’C/CA HNS Cook Inspeetoi Kick Kagan 
Quality Rating ROICC Med PWI) I ligli 

A. Ptc-a wau l 

Conti act I ype I I I’ 

No of Bids K Lou 2dK High 89 K 
Gov’t estimate 72K No of Amendments I 
Constructibilily Review Yes No X 

B. Conti act 

A waul Amount 2 B K Bid Position Low 

C. Clian gcs 

Number of Changes 0 Rale <)% 

1’ypc (’ustomei Requested Hnlmseen Conditions Admin 
Delays Design Uiioi m Omission Other 
Field Changes 0 
I) Cone s poiidcn cc 

lone Cooperative X Adveisatial 

type Routine 7 Claiilicalions Warnings Problems _[ 

I- Architect/ Engineer 

Field Visits 0 Diseiepancies Noted 

F Payments 

Disagreement on amounts 0 out of I invoices 
Paid on time All Pi ice Schedule is Field Measurable Yes 
G. Payrol ls 

Submitted on l ime I out I invoices Wage Violations 0 

1 1 Schedule 

Type No ne Completed On time 

I Daily Re pot Is 

Frequency of Non-conlbimancc 0 out ol 0 Rcpoits Rate % 

Tone Cooperative X Adveisatial 

Instiuctions to Contractor OoulofO Rcpoits Rate % 
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J Quality Control 

QA Checklist Repoils 0 Discrepancies Noted 

K Compliance Notices 

Numbci 0 Description 

L Disputes 

Numbci 0 Description 

M Submittals 

Numbci i ejected l) Kale 

N. Closeo ut 

I'inal Inspection Kuneblisi l.enulb None 
Cu.sloincr I’icseiil at l innl Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Received Yes, timely 

O. Ollier 

Timeofycai peiloimcd Seplembei Oclobei IPSO 
Special consli amts U'oik hnmv .Access Phasing 
l ype of Smely Cm poialc llond Individual Ollici Not rc(|uiicd 
I’. Comments 
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Contract No / litlc 88-8 1 33, Paint I langai Bay 7 Intciior 
Contractor Diamaco, Inc Designei I sang Aichiteets 
AROK’C/CA l:NS Cook Inspcctoi Rick Ragan 
Quality Rating ROICC Mod PWI) I ligli 



A. Pi c -a u ni (I 

Coni i act I ypc IIP 

No of Bids 2d l.ou WK lligli '2(>K 
Gov't Hstimate II2K No ol Amendments 0 
Conslmctibility Review Yes X Net 
13. Contra ct 

Awaid Amount 75k Bid Position 'id low 

C. Cha nges 

Number of Changes 0 Rale 0"« 

Type Customei Re(|uested l Inlhi seen Conditions Admin 
Delays Design Idiot oi ( )mission Other 
Pick! Changes I 
I) Concspondcnc c 

Tone. Coopei alive X Adveisaiial 

Type Routine I Clai ideations I Warnings Problems 

F Architect/ Fngincct 

Field Visits 0 Disciepancics Noted 
F Pay ments 

Disagicenicnt on amounts () out of 5 invoices 
Paid on time All Pi ice Schedule is Field Measuiable Yes 
G. Pay rolls 

Submitted on Time 5 out ol 5 invoices Wage Violations _0 

II Schedule 

Type Bar Chail Completed f> weeks caily 

I Daily Re ports 

Frequency of Non-conlbi mance Gout of 53 Reports Rate 0% 

Tone Cooperative X Adveisaiial 

Inst i net ions to Conliaetoi 0 out of 53 Repoits Rale 0% 
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J Quality Conti c l 

QA Checklist Repot ts Discrepancies Noted 

K Co j 1 1 1 ) I i a 1 1 c c_ N o I i c e s 

Numbet 0 Desciiplion 

I,. Disputes 

Numbet 0 Desciiplion 

M Sub mittals 

Numbet t ejected 0 Rate 
N. Closeou t 



Final Inspection Punchlist 1 enuth ^ 


items 




Customer Piesent at 1 in.it Inspection 


Yes 




Release of Claims Received Yes, timely 




0 . Other 






1 ime of year pcilbimed Apt if - May 


l ( >89 




Special consltainls Wotk horns 


Access 


Phasing 


rypcot'Suietv Coipoiate Bond X 


Individual 


Other 


P. Comments 
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CONTRACT NIT; CIIT.CKITST 



Contract No / title 88-8 I 25, Replace Lighting System Building 369 
Contractor Mountain States Mechanical Designer blunt, I laming Uiquhari Engineers 
AROICC/CA LT Sweet Inspectoi Jim Quinn 
Quality Rating ROICC Med I’WI) High 

A. Pic-a watd 

Contiact I ype III’ 

No ol' Rids I I l.ow I5K High 7‘Jk 
Gov't Lstimatc 7(>K No ol' Amendments 2 
Consti uctibility Review Yes A No 

B. Contiact 

Awaid Amount 45K Bid I’osilioti Low 

C. Changes 

Numbci of Changes I Rate 0°o 

Type Customei Requested l Inloi seen Conditions Admin 
Delays I Design L.iioi oi Omission Other 
Field Changes 2 
I) Con es i ) oj id c i i c e 

lone Coopcialive X Advcisanal 

Type Routine 8 Clarilicalions Warnings Problems _2 

R Architect/ Rnginccr 

Field Visits 0 Disciepaneies Noted 

I'. Paymen ts 

Disagreement on amounts 0 out oh 2 invoices 
Paid on time All Pi ice Schedule is Field Mcasuiahlc Yes 
G. Pa yrolls 

Submitted on Time 2 out ol 2 invoices Wage Violations _0 

1 1 Schedule 

Type Bar C liail Completed _0n Ijmc 
I. Daily Repot ts 

Frequency of Non-eonfoimancc 0 out of 10 Rcpoits Rale 0% 
lone Coopcialive X Adveisaiial 

Instructions to Contractoi Ooutol'IO Rcpoits Rate 0% 
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.1 CJhial i (y Co utrol 

QA Checklist Repot is 0 Disciepancies Noted 
K Com p] i a n c c No (tecs 

Ntmthci 0 I )c sc 1 1 j X ion 
\„ Disputes 

Number 0 Descnplion 

M Submit tals 

Nuntbet rejected 0 Rate 

N Closeou t 

linal Inspection Rimclthsl length o items 
Customci Ricsenl at linal Inspection Yes 
Release ol 'Claims Received Yes, timely 

O. Ollier 

limcofycai peiloimed Maicli 10X0 

Special constiainls Wm k horns Access Phasing 

Type ot Suictv Coipoiale Bond X Individual Other 

I’. Comments 

Pioblcms discussed in coiiespondcncc tile included slow progress and overhead 
lighting not meeting spccilications 
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CON I RAC I I ILI* CHECKLIST 



Contract No / I it Ic 8 8 - 5 72 7, I nst.'ill Dislmnshei s, Capeliai I 
Contractor Coyote Coip Designei Deckei/I ukui 
AROICC/CA LNS IJailon Inspector David Wiight 
Quality Rating ROICC 1 1 it’ll I lousing High 



A Pre-award 

Contract I vpe I I P 

No of Rids I I I .on -I20K High 988K 
(iov’t I’stimate f > 7 7 K No of Amendments 3 
Constructibility Review Yes X No 



B Con It act 

Awaid Amount d27K llul Position lam 

C. Changes 

Numbci ol' Changes 2 Rale 2°o 

Type Customci Re(|uested Unl'oi seen Conditions I Admin I 

Delays Design Hnoi oi Omission Other 

field Changes 2 

D Concspondeiicc 

lone Cooperative Adveisanal 

Type Routine 3 Claiifications 12 Warnings Problems 

\i Aicliilcct/ En gineer 

Field Visits 0 Discrepancies Noted 



l\ Payment s 

Disagreement on amounts 0 out of 8 invoices 
Paid on time All Price Schedule is f ield Measuiablc Yes 
G. P ayro lls 

Submitted on Time 8 out of 8 invoices Wage Violations None 

II Schedule 



Type List Completed 5 weeks eaily 

I Daily Rcpoits 

Fic(|iicncy of Non-conformance 0 out of 153 Reports. Rate 0% 
lone Cooperative X Advcrsaiial 

Instructions to Contiactoi I out of 153 Repoits Rate .7% 
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J Qua lit y Co nliol 

QA Checklist Repoi Is I Discrepancies Noted None 

K Compliance Notices 

Numhci 0 Description 

L. Disputes 

Number 0 Dcsciiption 

M Submi ttals 

Number i ejected 0 Rate 

N. Closeout 

linal Inspection Punchlist length No (locumentation 
Customci Piesent at Pinal Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Received Yes, timely 

O. Other 

limcofycai pciloimed Decembei 1000 -May 1001 
Special consti aims Woik liouis .Acc ess Phasing 

lypcolSuiety Coipoiate Bond X Individual Other 

l\ Comment s 

A/P' rated "above average" by ROICC - very expedient on submittals and answers 
to vcibal hupiiiics ContiacK'i iccommended loi Ceitilicatc of Commendation 
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CONTRAC'I I'lUv CHECKLIST 



Contract No / I it Ic SX-S7I 7, Weathcii/alion of Building d 1 0 & 26d2 
Contractor Amci icnn Consiiuciion & F.ncigy Designer Gabbert, Browclcit. & Pet erson 
AROICC C A D J I’owell Inspectoi Teny Aimsliong 

Quality Rating ROK'C Med I’WI) High 

A Pie-awaid 

C'onliael type IIP 

No of Bids 2 I ow r>2K High 89k 
Gov’t lest imato l.*>9K No of Amendments I 
Construct ihility Review Yes X No 

IT Contract 

Award Amount (>2K Ihd Position Low 

C. Chan ges 

Number of Changes 2 Rale 19% 

Type Customer Requested 1 In I’m seen Conditions Admin 
Delays Design L.iioi oi Omission Other _2 
Field Changes 2 
I ) Concsp o ndc i ice 

lone Coopci alive X Adveisanal 

Type Routine 2 Claiilications d Warnings Problems 

\l Archite c t/ Un gincct 

Field Visits I Disciepaneies Noted 0 
F Pay ments 

Disagiccmcnl on amounts I out old invoices 
Paid on time All Pi ice Schedule is field Measurable 'lies 
G. Paytolls 

Submitted on l ime d out ol d invoices Wage Violations _0 

1 1 Schedule 

Type Bar Chart Completed 2 weeks early 

I Daily Re ports 

Frequency of Non-confoimancc Gout of 2d Rcpoits Rate 0% 

lone Cooperative X Advcisaiial 

Instructions to Conli aclm I out of 2d Rcpoits Rate 0d% 
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J Qualilv Conliol 

QA Checklist Repoi Is 0 Disciepancies Noted 

K Com pliance Notices 

Number 0 Desciiplion 

L Disputes 

Numbci 0 Desciiplion 
M Submi ttals 

Number icjcclcd I Kale 11% 

N. Clo seout 

f inal Inspeelion Punchlist I englli I Hems 
Cuslomci 1’iesenl al I inal Inspeelion 'r es 
Release of Claims Receiv ed Yes, limely 

O. Other 

lime of yeni pet funned Decembei 1988- lebtuaiy 1989 
Special eonsliaints Woik horns Access Phasing 
Type of Smely Coi poiale Pond X Individual Ollier 
I’. Comments 

Substituted type of liangai dooi seals because of easier installation plus added door 
seals in vaiious places A/I c was msbed lo do design Reason for changes was a criteria 
change. Conliacloi was bad about communicating bis woik plans to (be inspector in 
advance 
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CONTRAC I nUiCllliCKLIS'l 



Contract No / I it Ic 88-5(>dO, Aiiciall Paiking Apion 
Contractor IC A Zuluaga, Inc Dcsignei ScilTcit Foibcs 
AROICC LI’ Van l)c Vondc CA I) .1 I’owcll Inspector Ron Martin 
Quality Rating ROICC lligli PWD High 

A. Pi e-aw ard 

Contiact Type SII A Set-Aside. I PP Negotiated 

No of Bids None 

Gov't Fstimate Id-Id No of Amendments .! 

Const r uct ibilit y Review Yes 

IT Conti act 

Award Amount Hid Position 22-1 ? K 

C. Changes 

Numhei of Changes 8 Rate 2 7% 

Type Customci Requested 3 Uul’oi seen Conditions 3 Admin J_ 

Delays 0 Design I’noi oi Omission I Other 0 

Field Changes 8 

D Cot r espond cnce 

lone Cooperative X Advcisaiial 

Type: Routine 6 Clarifications 17 Warnings 0 Problems 1 

li At cliitcct/ En gi neer 

Field Visits I I Discrepancies Noted 1 0- 1 5 minor items during each visit 
F Payments 

Disagreement on amounts 2 out ol d invoices 

Paid on time All Pi ice Schedule is Field Measurable Yes 

G. Payrol ls 

Submitted on lime 9 out ol d invoices Wage Violations 0 

1 1. Schedule 

Type Ba r Chart Completed On I ime 
I. Daily Repot ts 

Frequency of Non-conformance lout of 2d0 Reports. Rate 1,3% 

Tone Coopci alive X Advcisaiial 

Instructions to Conti actoi 8 out ol 2d() Rcpoits Rale 3.3% 
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J Quality Cunliol 

QA Checklist Repoils 0 Discrepancies Noted 0 

K Com j )han c c No dees 

Numbei 0 Desciiption 

L Disputes 

Number I Description Piping but did not meet specs, denied 

M Submittals 

Numbei icjccted 0 Rate 

N. Closeout 

final Inspection Punchlist I ength > items 
Customer Piesent at I inn I Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Receded Yes, o months Ini ei 

O. Other 

rimcofyeai peilbimed Mai SO - No\ I OKU 

Special consli aims Woik horns Access Phasing 

I ype of Sin etv Coi poiale Mond X lndi\ idnal ( )thei 

P. Comments 

Daily repoils thoiough and lypcuiiltcn 
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CON I RAC I I IN- CIIKCKUST 



Conlrnct No / I it Ic 88-d839, Paint I ixtci ioi I lousing Units 
Conliactoi Vims Painting Co Designei Slafl'oid Aicliilccts 
AROICC C’A R K l.okcn Inspecloi RonMailm 

Quality Rating ROUT lligli I lousing I ligli 

A. I’lc-awaid 

Conti act Type IIP 

No of llids 3 low 28<>K I ligli -I')/ -IK 
Gov't estimate 5I8K No of Amendments 0 
Constiuctibilily Review Yes X No 
IP Contract 

Awaid Amount 28‘*K Hid Position low 

C. Changes 

Number ol Changes (> Rate U>T, 

Type Custoniei Requested I I hilm seen Conditions I Admin 2 
Delays I Design bum oi Omission I Other 
Field Changes I 
I ) Correspondence 

lone Cooperative X Advcisaiial 

I ype Routine 2 Claidicalions t Warnings Pioblems 

F, Architect/ Lnginc ei 

Field Visits 0 Disci epaneies Noted 

l ; Pay ments 

Disagi cement on amounts 2 out of 10 invoices 
Paid on time All Pi ice Schedule is field Measni able Yes 
G P ayrolls 

Submitted on I i me 10 out of 10 invoices Wage Violations N one noted 

1 1 Schedule 

Type Bar C ompleted .p weeks cm ly 
I Daily Re ports 

Fi cc|uency of Non-Conlbi mancc I out of M8 Reports Rale .7% 

Tone Cooperative X Advcisaiial 

I nsl i odious to Conti adoi 6 out ol M8 Repents Rale d% 
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Quality Coi 1 I10I 

QA Checklist Rcpoiis 0 Disci cpancics Noted None .Noted 

K Compliance Notic es 

Numbci 0 Dcsci iplion 
\„ Disputes 

Number 0 Dcsci iplion 

M Submitt als 

Number rejected <1 Rate See Comment 

N. Clos eout 

F inal Inspection Punchlist length I Item 
Cuslomei Picsent at I inal Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Rccieved Yes, timely 

O. Other 

1 ime of year pcilbimed Jan-Sep 90 

Special constraints Woik boms Access Phasing 

t ype of Suiety Coipmate Bond X Individual Othei 

P. Com m ents 

No safety plan on lilc Ovei spray on a few cats Submittal file incomplete, only 
1,2,4,10,1 I present K I R rated satisfactory on evaluation Work seemed as good as 
contract 90-48.18, except job may not have been as visible since it wasn't officer bousing. 
High change order rate due to adding additional bouses to contract 
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Contract No. / Title 88-1372, 71 OPQ (Civil) 

Contractor!}. A Zulungn Construction Designer I onkin/Kpeh Architects 
AROICC/CA D J. Powell Inspectoi Jim Quinn 
Quality Rating ROICC High Housing Med 

A. Prc-awaid 



Conli act F ype 


IIP 






No ol'nids 6 


1 (US 


205 K 


High 23 3 K 


(iov’l llstimntc 


1 83 K 


No o 


f Amendments 


Const r uct ibilit y Review 


N'es 


X No 



IT Con tract 

Awaid Amount 205K Hid Position l.ovv 

('. Changes 

Number of Changes 5 Rate 16% 

Type Customei Requested Unfotsccn Conditions _3_ Admin 
Delays I Design Lttot oi Omission I Ollier 

Field Changes 0 

D Corre sp ondence 

lone Cooperative X AcKeisaiial 

Type Routine d Claiilications I Warnings Problems 

L Archilccl/ Engineer 

Field Visits _2 Disctepancies Noted None 

P Pa yments 

Disagreement on amounts I out of 8 invoices 

Paid on time All Pi ice Schedule is Field Measuiable Yes 

G. Pa yrolls 

Submitted on Time 8 out of 8 invoices Wage Violations None 

II. Schedule 

Type _BapCbait Completed On I ime 

I Daily Rcporls 

Frequency of Non-conformance 0 out. of 220 Reports Rate 0% 

Tone Cooperative X Adveisarial 

Instructions to Contractor _5 out ol 220 Reports Rate 2,3% 
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J Quality Control 

QA Checklist Rcpoits 0 Discicpancics Noted 

K Compliance Notic es 

Number _0_ Desci iplion 

L. Disputes 

Numbci 0 Desci iplion 

M Submittals 

Numbci icjecled I Rale 7% 

N. Closeou t 

Final Inspection Punchlist Length H items 
Customer Present at Final Inspection 'r es 
Release of Claims Received Yes, 6 months later 

O. Other 

Time of year pcilbimed Novcmbei 1088 -June 1989 
Special constraints Woik liouis Access Phasing 
Type of Study Coipointe Bond X Individual Other 

P. Comments 

Civilian oil-base housing Rehab ofcuibs, sidewalks and lighting 
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CONTRACT HIT; CHECKLIST 



Contract No / Title 87 -7(H5, BuildCcmunissaiy 
Contractor_lZldrcd & Essex Designer ARA Architects 
ARO ICC/C A_ENS_Cook Inspector Jim Quinn, I LNS Cook 
Quality Rating ROICC High I’WI) High 

A. Pre-awatd 

Contract Type Design Bild, I I I’ 

No .ol' Mids N/A Low High 
Gov’t estimate N/A No of Amendments 
Const met ibility Review Yes No 
H. Contra ct 

Award Amount 'I632K Bid Position N/A 

C. Clianucs 

Number of Changes II Rate 1% 

Type. Customer Requested _6 Unlbisccn Conditions I Admin _4 

Delays Design IT r 01 01 Omission _ _ Other 

Field Changes d 

D Co rre sponde nc e 

lone Cooperative Advcisaiial 

Type Routine _8 Clai ideations Warnings Problems 

E. Architect/ Engineer 

Field Visits N/A Discrepancies Noted 

F Pay ments 

Disagreement on amounts 5 out. of 15 invoices 

Paid on time AH Pi ice Schedule is Field Measurable Yes 

G. Payrolls 

Submitted on Time I I out of 1.5 invoices Wage Violations _J_ 

H. Schedule 

Type Oar C hart Completed I month early 

I Daily R e pot ts 

Frequency of Non-conlbnunncc 7 out of 353 Reports Rate 2% 

Tone Cooperative X Adversarial 

Instructions to Contractor 9_oul of 353 Repents Rate 2,6% 
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.1 Qu aji ( y Conti ol 

QA Checklist Repot ts 0 Discrepancies Noted 

K Compliance Notices 

Number 0 Dcseiiplion 

L Disputes 

Number 0 Desciiption 

M Submittals 

Number rejected 0 Rate 

N. Closeou t 

Final Inspection Punchlist Length 9 items 
Customer Picscnt at Final Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Received Yes, 3 months later 

O. Other 

l ime of year pci Conned June 1989 - June 1990 

Special const i aims Woik boms Access Phasing 

Type of Sui cly Coipoiate Bond X Individual _ Other 

P. Comments 

COC job All but 2 of Daily Rcpoits to Inspector pioblcms were safety related. 
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CONTRACT FILR Clll-CKLIST 



Contract No / t itle 87-7569, Location Navy Lxchangc 
Contractor Lberhastei Gaunt, Inc Dcsignei Jan 1 1 Kaicr 

AROICC/CA LI Van l)c Vootdc/ LUG /.ulick Inspccloi Lloyd Rciman/David Wiiglil 
Quality Rating ROICC IlighPWI) High 

A. Ptc-awatd 

Contiacl I ype I I I’, Rest i ict e<l Biddcis l ist 
No of Bids 6 Low I9MK High 21 I5K 
Gov't Estimate I700K No of Amendments .1 
Constiuctibility Review Yes ,\ No 

B. Conti act 

Awaid Amount I9I-IK Bid Position Low 

C. Changes 

Number of Changes 21 Rate jl% 

Type Customci Requested 7 Unfbisccn Conditions I Admin 5 

Delays Design P.iroi or Omission 6 Other 2 - 

C 1 edit lb i deheient Hooting and adjustm ent Tor less piles dr iven 
Field Changes 7 
IT Coiicspondcncc 

Tone Cooperative X Advcisaiial 

Type; Routine _I 2_ Claiifications <19 Warnings Problems I I 

C Architect/ Fimincc i 

Field Visits 10 Disetcpancies Noted 95 (combination of A/E & ROICC 

input) 

F Payment s 

Disagreement on amounts 8 out of 15 invoices 
Paid on time _AII Pi ice Schedule is Field Measurable Yes 
G. Payrolls 

Submitted on Time 9 out of 15 invoices Wage Violations Non e 

1 1 Schedule 

T ype B ar C hait Completed 3 months early 
1 Daily Repot ts 

Frequency of Non-conloimancc 2 out of 252 Reports Rale .8% 



Appendix B 



90 



lone. Cooperative X Advcisaiial 

Instructions to Contractor 1 1 out of252 Reports Rate 4,4% 

J Quali t y Control 

QA Checklist Rcpoits 21 Discicpancies Noted I l_^_soil compaction, roof 
damage, administrative items 
K Compliance Notic es 

Number I Desciiption Foieign fasteners fot gypboatd 

I,. Disp utes 

Numbci I Desciiption Additional tempcialuie contiols l or ve ntilation 

lot 112 , denied 

M Sub mittals 

Number rejected 4 Rate 4% 

N. Closeout 

Final Inspection Punchlist Length 95 items 
Customei Present at Final Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Rel ieved Yes, I ycai latei 

O. Other 

Time of year pci formed Fcbruaiy 1990 - January 1 99 1 

Special constraints Woik hours Access Phasing 

TypcofSuicty Coipoiatc Bond X Individual Other 

P. Comments 

A/F evaluation "above avciagc" try ROICC - responsive during construction and 
clear design except for a few mechanical pioblcms DiHiculty getting punch list completed 
in a timely manner 
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CONTRACT HIT; CHECKLIST 



Contract No / t itle 87-7567, Hnlistccl Club Addition at Navaircs 
Contractoi I'&L Gcneial Contiacloi Dcsignei Johnson Biaund Design Group 
AROCC LT Van Dc Vooide ( A R K l.okcn Inspcctoi Terry At instrong 
Quality Rating ROICC High PWI) High 

A. Prc-awa td 

C'ontiact Type I I I’, Rest r iclcd Biddcis List 
No of Bids 2 l ow I085K High 208.1 K 
Gov't estimate H08K No of Amendments 2 
Constructibility Review Yes No 
IT Conti act 

Awaid Amount l(>85K Bid Position Low 

C. Changes 

Number of Changes 29 Rale J 6% 

Type Customer Requested 6, Unforsccn Conditions T, Admin 3 

Delays I , Design F.tioi ot Omission Id . Other 2 . Phasi ng 
change and stiuctuial cngincci on sitcJor_bcam removal 
Picld Changes d 

D. Correspondence 

Tone Cooperative X Advcisaiial 

Type Routine 12 Claiilications 5 Warnings 0 Problems J_ 

12. Architect/ En g ineer 

Field Visits I I Disciepaneics Noted 27 minor items 

F. Paymcnls 

Disagreement on amounts 6 out of 16 invoices 

Paid on time All Pi ice Schedule is Field Measurable Yes 

G. Payrolls 

Submitted on I ime 13 out of 16 invoices Wage Violations _3 

II. Schedule 

Type Bar C hart Completed On l ime 

l. Daily Reports 

Frequency of Non-confoi malice I out of_38 1 Reports Rate ,3% 

Tone Cooperative X Advcisaiial 
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Instructions to Contractor 2 out of 38 1 Kepoits Kale .5% 

J Qua lity Control 

QA Checklist Kcpoils 'I Discrepancies Noled 8 - clocinncnt at ion. safety 
violations, roof and piping details 
K Com plian ce Not ices 

Number I Description Ponding on sidewalk 

L. Dis putes 

Numbci 0 Desciiplion 

M Subm ittals 

Numhei i ejected 2 Kate 3 '! n 

N. Closeout 

Linal Inspection Punchlist Length 

Customer Present at l inal Inspection 13 items. Phase s A . D & C 
Release of Claims Received Yes, ten months latei 

O. Oll ier 

I ime ofyeai pci formed Nov 80 - Nov 00 

Special const mints Woik hours Access Phasing X 

I ype of Surely Coipomte Pond X Individual Olhci 

P. Comments 

Veiy little correspondence for a job of the si/e - 13 letters to P&L of which only 
one was a problem (non-compliance notice) 
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CONTRACT MU : , Cl ILICKUST 



Contract No / I itlc 87-6637, Rcpaiis to linilcli nu, J 17 
ConlractorJIhc Wcstcc Co Designei SlafVoid Architects 
AROICC/CAHNS Baiton Inspcctoi Ciepige Pate, HNS Baiton, R on Ma i tin 
Quality Rating: ROICC Med PWI) High 



A. Prc-awaid 

Conti act I ype I I P 

No of Bids 5 low 454k Ihgli I030K 
Gov't Hstimate V)2I< No ol' Amendments 3 
Constiuctihility Review Yes X No 
13. Conti act 

Awaul Amount 454K Bid Position How 

C. Chan ges 

Number of Changes II Rate 1% 

Type Customer Requested 2 Unlbi seen Conditions Admin _4 

Delays Design Hi i or oi Omission 3 Other 

Field Changes 3 

I) Concsnondcncc 

lone Coopci alive X Advcisaiial 

Type Routine 7 Clai ideations 25 Warnings Problems _2 

FI Architect/ engineer 

Field Visits 4 Discrepancies Noted pioblcm with air-handling unit, 
lighting and finish on gym llooi 

F : . Payments 

Disagreement on amounts 8 out of 13 invoices 
Paid on time All Pi ice Schedule is Field Measurable Yes 
G. Payrolls 

Submitted on Time 9 out of 1 3 invoices Wage Violations None 

i I. Schedule 

Type _IJar Chart Completed On l ime 

I Daily Reports 

Frequency of Non-confoimancc Omit of 3_|_| Reports Rale 0% 
lone Cooperative X Advcisaiial 
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Instructions to Contractor 9_ou.t_o£.3J ! Reports Rate 3% 

J Qual it y Contro l 

QA Checklist Rcpoi Is 0 Discrepancies Noted 

K. Com plia nce Notic es 

Number _0_ Description 

L. Disputes 

Number I Description 

M Submittals 

Number rejected 7 Rate No Submittal Log 

N. Closeo ut 

final Inspection Punchlist Length Id items 
Customer Present at linal Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Received Yes, 7 months later 

O. Other 

Time of year per Ibi rued September 1089 - September 1 990 
Special constraints Woik liouis Access Phasing 
Type of Surety Coipoialc Bond X Individual Other 

P. Comments 
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CONTRACT HIT- CHECKLIST 



Coniract No. / Tiilc_86 : 0332, Wholcsitc Repairs & Improvements l o II Farmhou ses 
Contractor _P & L General Contiaclor Dcsignci Tonkin/Koch Architects 
AROICC/CA _LNS Uaiton Inspectoi Rick Ragen/LNS Dai ton 
Quality Rating ROICC I ligli Housing Med 

A. Pre-award 

Contract Type I I P 

No of Rids 3 Low 6.82K High II29K 
Gov’t P.stiinatc 600K No of Amendments I 
Const ruct iliility Review Yes X No 

B. Contract 

Award Amount (>82K Did Position Low 

C. Changes 

Number of Changes 25 Rale 6 5% 

Type. Customer Requested 4 Unfoi seen Conditions I I Admin j\ 

Delays Design Ltioi oi Omission _C Other 

Field Changes 3 

D Corre spondence 

Tone Cooperative X Advcisaiial 

Type Routine X C'lai il'ical ions Warnings Problems 

II Architect/ En g inee r 

Field Visits 4 Disciepancics Noted 40 items, all min or in nature 

F Payments 

Disagreement on amounts 0 out of 15 invoices 
Paid on time All Price Schedule is Field Measurable Yes 
G. Payrolls 

Submitted on Time I 5 out oi l 5 invoices Wage Violations _0 

1 1 Schedule 

Type Pa r Cha rt Completed 9 weeks early 

I Daily Re pot ts 

Frequency of Non-confomiancc 0 out of 356 Reports Rate 0% 
lone Cooperative X Advcisaiial 

Instructions to Continetoi 0 out of 356 Repoits Rate 0% 
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J Quality Co ntrol 

QA Checklist Rcpoits I Discicpancics Noted Heller documenta tion o n 
daily tepoi is to Inspcctoi 
K Compliance Not ices 

Numhci 0 Descnplion 

l. i2isniii.es 

Numhci 0 Desciiption 

M Submit tals 

Number 'i ejected 2 Rate No Submittal Log 

N. Closeout 

Final Inspection I’unclilist Length Appioximatcly 1 0 times at each quai lei s 
Customer Present at final Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Received Yes, 'I months latci 

O. Other 

Time of year pci foimcd Januaiy 1990 - January 1991 
Special consti aints Woik horns Access Phasing X 
TypcofSuicty Coipoiatc Bond X Individual Other 

P. Comments 

Each set of quartos had its own stait and finish dales 
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CON I R ACT MU' CHECKLIST 



Conti acl No / Title_86-01 7 1, Might Simulatoi & System Framin g Build in g Addition 
Contractor Lugo Constiuction Designei WJA A i chit eel s & Planners 
AROICC C/\ I () l.cnda Inspector GcorgePatc 

Quality Rating ROICC Low I’WI) Lou 

A. Prc-awaid 

Conliact type I I I’ 

No of Bids 6 Lou - 1 2 5 T K High 5d90K 
Ciov't Lstimatc 3S00K No ol Amendments _5 
Conslructihility Review Yes X No 

B. Contract 

Award Amount d253K Bid Position Low 

C. Changes 

Number of Changes .17 Rate .18% 

t ype Customer Requested .1 IJnloisecn Conditions 3 Admin _d 
Delays I Design Lnoi oi Omission 23 Other 3 
Field Changes 3 
I). Cotrcspondcnc c 

Tone Cooperative Adveisarial X 

Type Routine Id Clatilicalions 167 Warnings Problems 29 

B Architec t / en gineer 

Field Visits 2d Discrepancies Noted 1 00 * 

F Payments 

Disagreement on amounts 6 out ol 2d invoices 
Paid on time Pi ice Schedule is Field Measurable Yes 
G. Payro lls 

Submitted on Time 1 8 out of 2d invoices Wage Violations I 

1 1 . Schedule 

t ype CPM Completed On time 
I Daily Re p ot ts 

Frequency of Non-confoimancc 93 out ofdd2 Reports Rale 2 1 % 

Tone. Cooperative Advcisaiial X 

Instructions to C'onttacloi 22 out ol dd2 Rcpoits Rate 5% 
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J Quali t y Co ntrol 

QA Checklist Rcpoi Is 0 Discrepancies Noted 

K Com pliance Notices 

Numbci 16 Description faulty compaction, concrete work , steelwo rk, misc. 

L. Disputes 

Numbci I Desciiptinn Requiiemenl Ibi Specialized Inspection Pers onnel 

M Submittals 

Numbci i ejected 3 Rate d % 

N Closeou t 

F inal Fnspcclion Punchlist Length 1 00 items 
C'uslomci Picsenl at I 'inn I Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Received Yes, 2 yenis latei 

O. Ollier 

limcofycai pci funned Octobei 1988 - December 1989 
Special consliainls Woik boms Access Phasing 
Type of Sui cly Coipoiale Bond Individual X Other 

P. Comment s 

"Other" changes included a claim payment, adjustment lor indefinite quantity 
poition of contract Ibr extia piping and a value engineering proposal 38 CQC meetings 
held Daily report stated supei intended! took olfensc to gov't inspector inspecting 
masonry block for icbai claiming the inspcctoi did not trust the contractor's CQC 
representative 
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CONTRACT NLH CHECKLIST 



Contract No / Title 84-5064, C-9 Aiiciall .Maintenance. I langar 
Conti act or_Dayis_Const me tois & Fnginecis I JcsigncrWuir z, Wisccarycr & Pruett 
AROICC/CA LT Van De Vooide Inspecloi Jim Quinn, Bernard Gresham, Bob Hoover 
Quality Rating ROICC Low RWI) High 

A Pre-award 

Conti act Type I I P 

No of Bids 7 Low 5247k High (>08 1 K 
Gov't Lstimalc 5740k No ol Amendments I 
Constiuctibility Review Yes ,\ No 
IT Conliacl 

Award Amount 5247k Bid Position Low 

C. Changes 

Number of Changes 40 Rate 2 4 To 

Type Customci Requested 9 t Infoi seen Conditions 1 9 Admin _3 
Delays Design I iioi oi Omission 14 Other _[ 

Field Changes 95 

D. CorrcsDondcncc 

Fonc Cooperative _X Adveisaiial 

Type. Routine JJ6 C’lai iftcat ions 175 Warnings Problems _!9 

F Architect/ IZngincci 

Field Visits File Missing Disci cpaneics Noted 

F. Payments 

Disagreement on amounts 19 out of 50 invoices 

Paid on time _AII Pi ice Schedule is Field Mcasuiablc Yes 

G. Payroll s 

Submitted on l ime 50 out of 50 invoices Wage Violations __X 
1 1 Schedule 

Type CPN1 Completed 2 weeks caily 

I Daily Repot t s 

Frequency of Non-confoi mancc 22 out of~ 70 2 Reports Rate 3% 

Tone Cooperative X Adveisaiial 

Instructions to Contractor 65 out ol 702 Rcpotls Rale 9% 
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.1 Qua lity Control 

QA Checklist Rcpoits CQC Job Discrepancies Noted Nope 

K. Comp liance Notic es 

Number 12 Description Vai ions, only log found, no details 

L. Disputes 

Number _d Description Unloisceii conditions, all were settled before 
becoming claims 
M Submittals 

Number rejected d2 Rate 9% 

N. Closeout 

Final Inspection Punchlist Length Li t items 
Customer Present at Final Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Rccievcd Yes, 6 months latci 

O. Ollier 

Time of year performed May 1987 - May 1989 

Special constraints Woik boms Access Phasing 

TypeofSurety Coipoiatc Bond X Individual Other 

P. Comments 

Contractor quality was good, but lie uoiked the ROICC stafThard with many 
variances and requests for e<|uilable adjustment of which a do/en or so were unjustified 
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CONTRACI l ; ILI‘ CIIIICKLIST 



Conlracl No. / I iilc_8'M258, Hospital Addition. ^Alterations 
ContraclorJPease & Sons Designer Dcckcr/Fukui 

AROICC/CA i;r Spanglci/ 1,1 Van l)e Vooide Inspcctoi Hob Hoover, Rick Ragan, 

I 1 cm a i d_G r e s ha m 



Quality Rating ROICC lligli I’WI) High 



A Pre-award 

Conti act Type I I I’ 

No of Bids I I Low I 1,512 High 14,700 
Gov't Lslimate 1.1,90.1 No of Amendments .1 
Constmctibility Review Yes X No 
II. Conlracl 

Awaid Amount 1.1,512 Hid Position 2nd Low 

C. Changes 

Number of Changes 142 Rate 7 7% 

Type Customei Requested 04 Hnloiscen Conditions I2_ Admin I 
Delays Design I Hum oi Omission .02 Other I Claim I 
Field Changes 85 
13 Correspondence 

lone Cooperative X Adversaiial 

Type Routine 241 Clarifications .108 Warnings Problems 87 

R Architect/ Eng i nee r 

Field Visits 01 Discrepancies Noted Vaiious, most minor 

F Paymen ts 

Disagreement on amounts 20 out ol 40 invoices 
Paid on time All Piice Schedule is Field Measuiable Vies 
G. Payrolls 

Submitted on Time 7 out of 40 invoices Wage Violations _4 

II Schedule 

l ypc C PM Completed On lime 

I Daily Reports 

Frequency of Non-confoi mance h unt of I 163 Reports Rale .5% 
lone Cooperative X Adversarial 
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Instructions to Contractoi '16 out ol *1.163 Rcpoits Rate 4% 

J Quality Co ntrol 

QA Checklist Rcpoits 0 (CQC) Discicpancics Noted 
K Com pliance No tices 

Nuinhci 0 Dcsciiption 

L Disputes 

Number I Dcsciiption l.xlia CQC I’eisonnel settled by P RI3 

M Submitt als 

Numbci i ejected 325 Rate IO°o 
N Closeout 

linal Inspection I’unelilisl length 2300 items 
Customei I’icseiit at I inal Inspection Yes 
Release of Claims Received Yes, 6 months later 
O. Other 

J ime of year pei Conned Apiil 1088 - lime 1001 
Special constiainis Woik luuus Access Phasing 
1 ype of Suicty Coipornlc Pond X Individual Other 
l\ Comm ents 
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Glossary Of Terms 



A/E - Architect/Engincci ; design firm hired to prepare project construction plans, 
specifications and cost estimates 

AROICC - Assistant Resident Officer in Charge of Construction; Naval Officer 
contract administrator 

CA - Contract Administrator; civilian 

CQC - Contractor Quality Control; Contractor approves submittals and inspects 
own work. Specified system on contracts over $500,000. 

EFP - Firm Fixed Price construction contract! usually sealed bid) 

ROICC - Resident Officer in C harge of Construction; Navy organization 
responsible for review and administration of construction contracts for naval 
installations. 

SF3A - Small Business Administration; represents disadvantaged and women 
owned business concerns on selected government construction contracts. 
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